An instrument designed for managerial use to assess the degree of curricular quality control management in schools as an indicator of effective school level administrators, 1984 by Cobb, Hubert (Author)
AN INSTRUMENT DESIGNED FOR MANAGERIAL USE TO ASSESS THE DEGREE OF
CURRICUIAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT IN SCHOOLS AS AN
INDICATOR OF EFFECTIVE SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS
AN ABSTRACT
SUBMITTED TO THE FACULTY OF THE SCHOOL OF EDUCATION
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY IN PARTIAL FULFIIIMENT OF THE
REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DEGREE OF
DOCTOR OF EDUCATION
BY
HUBERT COBB
ATLANTA UNIVERSITY
ATLANTA, GEORGIA
MARCH, 1984
ni
The purpose of this study was to assess the degree of curricular
quality control management in schools as an indicator of effective school
level administrators as measured by the Curricular Quality Control Manage¬
ment Scale.
The samples consisted of ninety elementary school principals from
two school systems in the metropolitan area of Atlanta, Georgia. The
superintendent in School System A designated fifteen principals as being
effective administrators and allowed them to participate in the study,
along with fifteen randomly selected principals. The superintendent of
School System B permitted sixty principals to be selected randomly.
The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale (CQQI), developed
and validated by the researcher, was used to assess the curricular quality
control management in elementary schools of which the subjects were prin¬
cipals. A survey research design was employed to collect the data.
Using the independent t-test, the three null hypotheses of the
study were rejected at the 0.05 level of significance. These inferences
can be made: (1) effective principals have hi^er CQCM in their schools
than do less effective principals; (2) superintendents can identify ef¬
fective principals; and (3) students make higher achievement in schools
with a high degree of CQCM than do students in schools with a low degree
of CQCM.
The findings of this study support the following conclusions:
(1) The CQCM Scale contains a high degree of validity and reliability
and can be used as a predictor or indicator of effective principals; (2)
effective principals exercise high level CQCM and produce high achieving
students; and (3) effective principals can establish and maintain con¬
gruency among the three major components of curricular quality control:
(a) Curriculum, (b) Teaching and (c) Student Learning.’
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Background of the Problem
In recent years, public school organizations throughout the na¬
tion increasingly have become concerned about effective management of
the quality control of curriculum and instruction. Boyd asserted that
this concern of school system administration has been brought about be¬
cause:
Declining test scores, soaring costs, and disappointment over the
schools' performance in the reform efforts of the past two decades
have combined to erode public support for the public schools. A
new feature of this latest of a long succession of 'crises' over
the public schools is an attack on the very concept of the public
school.
James S. Coleman's recent controversial study, "Public and Private
Schools," reinforced the notions that non-public schools are doing a
better job than are public schools and that "there no longer may be any
compelling civic reasons to patronize and support public schools.
The recently published National Commission on Excellence in Edu¬
cation Report of 1983, pointed out the grave need for purging our edu¬
cational system of its "smorgasbord" style curricula, and emphasizing
^William Lowe Boyd, "The Political Economy of Public Schools,"
Educational Administration Quarterly, 18, No. 3 (Summer 1982): 111-130.
James S, Coleman, T. Joffer and S. Kilgore, Public and Private
Schools; A Report to the National Center for Education Statistics by
the National Opinion Research Center (University of Chicago, March 1981).
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and strengthening the basic essentials of math, English, writing, the
sciences, computers and higher level thinking. Awareness of this need
emerged from the drastic drop in math and reading in the elementary, mid¬
dle and high school achievement test scores, as well as in college en¬
trance test scores. As a result of these events, schools have lowered
their expectations of students.^
The Subcommittee on Educational Accountability of the House
Education Committee of Georgia was given the task of reviewing the cur¬
rent status of curriculum in Georgia, including development and utiliza¬
tion of curriculum guides at the state and local levels, the relationship
of curriculum to the state testing program, and the impact of the Basic
Skills Test on the curriculum. As a result of this review, the Subcom¬
mittee cited the need to improve the curriculum in Georgia schools in
grades K through 12, based on accepted skill sequence and scope within
all academic courses, including evaluation procedures to be used in
assessing the implementation, use, evaluation and monitoring of this
curriculum. The need for the State Board of Education to select ap¬
propriate norm-referenced or diagnostic tests which measure the highest
number of skills within a grade or subject area also was established.'^
In light of the preceding educational concerns, it would appear
^The National Commission on Excellence in Education, A Nation at
Risk : The Imperative for Educational Reform (Washington, D.C.: April,
1983): 1-32.
^Report of the Subcommittee of the House Education Committee,
Educational Accountability. Report to the Governor, Lieutenant Governor,
Speaker of the House of Representatives, Members of the General Assembly
of Georgia and Other Interested Persons, December 1982 (Atlanta, GA:
Georgia General Assembly, 1982): 5-7.
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that school systans have no other alternative but to become more effec¬
tive and efficient. They must establish and maintain effective curricular
quality control management in each school. In order to do this, it will
be necessary for them to evaluate program areas periodically by using a
curricular quality control management instrument. Admittedly, very little
research has been done in the area of curricular quality control and even
less research has been done in management combined with curricular qual¬
ity control. No valid and reliable measuring instruments have been devel¬
oped in this area to assess the degree of curricular quality control manage¬
ment in schools and school systems. Without such instruments, it will not
be surprising that educational managers continue not to know with preci¬
sion how well objectives and learning objectives are being attained, in¬
cluding the adjustments and corrections to make in programs and student
learning. Therefore, to ensure the establishment and maintenance of
curricular quality control management in schools and school systems, there
is a great need to develop and use valid and reliable instruments in this
area.
Statanent of the Problem
The purpose of this study was to assess the degree of curricular
quality control management in schools as an indicator of effective school
level administrators as measured by the Curricular Quality Control Manage¬
ment Scale.
Definition of Terms
Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and providing use¬
ful information for judging decision alternatives.
Measurement is the process of assigning numbers to objects according to
a set of rules.
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Curricular Quality Ctontrol Management is a function in v^ich a school
or school system defines, establishes and maintains congruity among cur¬
riculum teaching and learning.
Congruence refers to the ability of the school system to define, establish
and maintain integration among vhat the teacher should teach (curriculum),
\diat the teacher does teach (instructional implementation) and what students
actually learn.
Quality Control is the monitoring of a system and its planned change by
which adjustments are introduced to correct for differences between actual
output performance and performance expectations established by objectives.
Educational Manager refers to the school principal, area office and central
office personnel who are responsible for establishing and maintaining cur¬
ricular quality control in the school, school area and school system.
Instruction is the processes, based on theory, research, and past and pre¬
sent professional practice, that are utilized in implementing the curriculum.
Effective Administrators are those principals who score above the mean
score on the CQCM Scale.
Less Effective Administrators are those principals vdio score below the mean
score on the CQCM Scale.
Assumptions of the Study
Educational managers must be concerned with measurement processes
in the educational setting. Needless to say, measurement is not the primary
function of schools. Yet managers are concerned greatly about it. Why?
There are three assumptions which underlie the answer to this question.
Assumption 1: Schools exist to achieve specific aims and objec¬
tives and that these objectives can be expressed
as desired changes in student behavior.
Assumption 2: Instructional programs in the schools are esta¬
blished to attain these objectives.
5
Assumption 3: The objectives are not likely to be achieved
successfully unless provision is made for
continuing evaluation of the instructional
program.5
Hence, measurement in education is essential if the evaluative process
is to be implemented accurately and effectively. In addition, measure¬
ment procedures can be useful not only in evaluating a total instructional
program but, also, in providing information about the progress and develop-
ment of students.
Other assumptions which underlie this study are exemplified below:
Assumption 4: Curricular improvement is assumed to be a pri¬
ority goal of the evaluation process.
Assumption 5: Evaluation is necessary to establish and main¬
tain effective curricular quality control manage¬
ment.
Assumption 6: Measurement is a necessary part of evaluation
which provides the necessary information to make
program changes to correct program or student
performance.
Assumption 7: Every school contains a degree of curricular qual¬
ity control management.
Assumption 8: Curricular quality control management increases
program and student performance.
Assumption 9: Schools with a high degree of curricular quality
control management will produce students v^o
achieve at a high level.
Delimitations of the Study
This study was concerned only with the determination of concepts
associated with effective curricular quality control management in schools
^Richard H. Lindeman and Peter F. Merenda, Educational Measurement
(Tucker, Georgia: Scott, Foresman and Company, 1979), pp. 8-16.
^Ibid., pp. 8-16.
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and with the development and demonstration of an instrument designed for
managerial use to assess the degree of curricular quality control manage¬
ment in schools as an indicator of effective school level administrators.
Experts in curriculum, curriculum management, school administration,
and research and evaluation were used to establish content validity of the
concepts.
Limitations of the Study
This study was limited to two school systems in the metropolitan
area of Atlanta, Georgia. In one of the school systems, the superintendent
used student achievement and community relations as criteria for designating
15 principals as being effective administrators and allowed 15 other prin¬
cipals to be selected randomly. In the other school system, the superin¬
tendent permitted the researcher to select randomly 60 principals. A self-
reporting instrument was used to collect the data.
Significance of the Problem
Valid and reliable measuring instruments need to be used to assess
with precision the degree of curricular quality control management in
schools. The problem is significant because any educational practice which
might yield information that can be used to make program adjustments and to
correct student learning is unquestionably worthy of investigation! More¬
over, the very lack of research increases the worth of this study.
Mason and Bramble agreed that one of the major contributions of
measuranent to research is objectivity. Ihey continued by saying that:
...using measurement scales the researcher is able to remove at least
some degree of his or her own biases and feelings from the data. Ob¬
jectivity is essential in scientific research because it is necessary
that others be able to understand and replicate a finding before it
is considered dependable. Since it facilitates communication and pro-
7
motes objectivity, the role of measurement in research cannot be under¬
estimated. Indeed, many feel that progress in science depends almost
totally upon the ability to measure objectively and well.'
Clearly, measurement is not an end in itself. Nevertheless, it
is an important part of the total evaluation process. There is a dis¬
tinction between the terms measurement and evaluation as used in this
study. Measurement is basically a descriptive process. As applied in
education, it usually involves the assignment of a number to express in
quantitative terms the degree to which a student possesses a given char¬
acteristic. The quantification increases the precision and objectivity
of the description, so that it will have the same meaning from one time
Q
to another and from one person to another.
Evaluation is a more inclusive term than measurement. Evaluation
is the process of delineating and obtaining information from a measuring
instrument and providing data for educational managerial use in making
decisions about student and program performance. Although evaluations in
education do not involve measurement necessarily, the usual reason for
measuring in education is to provide data that can be used in the evalua-
Q
tive process.
The purpose of evaluating a school or school system is to deter¬
mine whether its educational programs meet the requironents established
by preset objectives of school or school system. If objectives are not
being met, appropriate changes must be made that will permit them to be
met. Indeed, evaluations are essential if a school or school system is to
^Ehmanuel J. Mason and William J. Bramble, Understanding and
Conducting Research (New York: McGraw-Hill Company, 1978), p. 250.
^Ibid., pp. 16-17.
^Ibid., pp. 16-17.
8
remain dynamic and adaptable to change.Beggs and Lewis cautioned edu¬
cational administrators that a major problem in conducting an overall
school or school system evaluation is that of determining how the evalua¬
tion is to occur and what types of information must be gathered to provide
evidence as to whether or not a school system is meeting its preset ob¬
jectives.^^
Specific components of the school or school system that must be
evaluated are indicated in the preset objectives of the school. Obvious¬
ly, then, the procedure for defining the various elements of the school sys¬
tem that must be evaluated begins with the general school objectives.
Evaluation was defined by the Phi Delta Kappan National Study Com¬
mittee on Evaluation as the process of delineating, obtaining, and pro¬
viding useful information for judging decision alternatives.^^
What, then, is the role of measurement in educational evaluation?
Beggs and Lewis answered this question in the ensuing statement:
The role of measurement in educational evaluation can be described
only after the educators within the school system have defined
its specific objectives. In defining specific objectives, they
also define the group of individuals and the type of behavior or
knowledge to be assessed. This definition in turn determines the
role of measurement in an educational evaluation. Until the spe¬
cific objectives have been stated, the role of measurement in an
educational evaluation is quite vague. As a result, measurement
often provides information that is not useful.-*-^
^*^Donald L. Beggs and Ernest L. Lewis, Measurement and Evaluation
in the Schools (Atlanta: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1975), p. 224.
^^Ibid., pp. 224.
^^Ibid., p. 226.
l^Ibid., 226-231.
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The purpose of the Curricular Quality Control Management Instru¬
ment was that of collecting information about the three major elements
of curricular quality control management: curriculum (curriculum guide),
instruction and learning.
The instrument was designed to provide information about the
three major elements for managerial use at the school, area and central
levels.
1. Curriculum. The instrument will provide information about
(a) the objectives and content teachers were
expected to teach, (b) the objectives and con¬
tent students were expected to learn, (c) the
learning materials students were expected to
use, and (d) the tests by which students were
expected to be measured to determine student
learuing.
2. Instruction. The instrument will provide information about
(a) the congruence between objectives and content
teachers actually taught and expectations out¬
lined in the curriculum guide, (b) the congru¬
ence between the learning materials actually used
and the ones indicated in the curriculum guide(s),
(c) the congruence between the objectives the
teacher actually taught and the test items used
to measure student learning or achievement.3.Learning. The instrument will provide information about
(a) the congruence between the objectives and
content the students learned and the expectations
indicated in the curriculum guide(s), (b) the
congruence among what the students were expected
to learn (as depicted in the curriculum guides),
what the teachers actually taught and what the
students actually learned.
Also, the Curricular Quality Control Management instrument was designed
to provide information which can be used to evaluate program effectiveness.
The rationale for collecting such information is indicated here.
The information can be used by educational managers to make adjustments
and corrections, as needed, to the three major elements of the program being
evaluated.
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Educational managers are responsible for generalizing effective
teacher/student performance throughout the school, school area and
school system. The principal as educational manager at the local school
level is responsible for establishing, generalizing and maintaining ef¬
fective teaching/leaming practices in every classroom of the school.
The educational manager at the area level is responsible for establish¬
ing, generalizing and maintaining effective performance of each school
within the given school area. Finally, the educational manager at the
central level must be responsible for establishing, generalizing and
maintaining effective school performance throughout the entire school
system. In some school systems, the very school organizational structure
itself prevents this from occurring.
Learning deficiencies in curricular areas of public school edu¬
cation have been documented in the literature. These deficiencies in¬
dicate the need for curriculum improvement. The educational manager must
accept the fact that the most valid basis for determining areas for cur¬
riculum improvement is that of meeting these needs. Also, the manager
must accept the premise that education is quality education to the ex¬
tent that these needs are met effectively, efficiently and satisfactorily.^^
Moreover, it is essential that the manager make use of assessment in¬
struments to identify these needs and develop a systematic program to meet
them. "The demand for quality educational programs requires that the edu¬
cational manager engage in curriculum evaluation and curriculum improve¬
ment."^^ Indeed, the requirement of educational managers to engage in cur-
^^George G. Tankard, Curriculum Improvement; An Administrator's
Guide (West Nyack, N.Y.: Parker Publishing Company, Inc., 1974), p. 18.
15Ibid., p. 40.
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riculum evaluation and curriculum improvement activities is both signif¬
icant and necessary for increasing the level of student achievement.
In the ensuing summary, salient points are presented which con¬
tribute to the significance of the problem and to the justification for
the study:
1. The purpose of evaluation is to improve the educational envi¬
ronment for students.
2. Evaluation is the process of delineating, obtaining, and pro¬
viding useful information for judging decision alternatives.
3. Specific objectives delineate the information to be gathered
for the educational evaluation and set the criteria for judg¬
ing the success of the program.
4. If the information gathered from the measurement process is
valid, reliable, and interpretable with respect to the objec¬
tives, it is useful.
5. Information for educational evaluation can be collected through
internally or externally developed tests or through system¬
atic collection of observational data.
6. Measurement gathers and provides useful data. Evaluation in¬
dicates whether, and if so vAiere, efforts need to be made to
improve an educational program, l-o
Hypotheses of the Study
Hypothesis 1: The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale will yield
the mean score of effective school level administrators
significantly higher than the mean score of less effective
school level administrators.
Hypothesis 2: School administrators designated by their superintendent
as being effective managers will score higher on the Curric¬
ular Quality Control Management Scale than will randomly
selected school administrators.
Hypothesis 3: Students in schools which have a high level of curricular
quality control management will obtain a higher mean score
on the California Achievement Test than will students in
schools where curricular quality control management is low.
16
Ibid., p. 231.
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Procedures and Methodology
A surmary of the procedures and methodology is presented in the
following section for the convenience of the reader. Detailed information
is given in Chapter 3.
Design of the Study
This study was descriptive research designed to assess the de¬
gree of curricular quality control management in schools as an indicator
of effective school level administrators as measured by the Curricular
Quality Control Management Scale. The instrument, developed by the re¬
searcher, was used to collect the data.
Selection of Sample and Collection of Data
The school superintendents approved this study as noted. The
superintendent of one school system (School System A) provided the re¬
searcher with a list of fifteen principals whom he designated as being ef¬
fective school level administrators. Moreover, he agreed to allow the in¬
vestigator to use random sampling in selecting fifteen school level admin¬
istrators from the rest of the elementary school principals. The super¬
intendent of the other school system (School System B) allowed the re¬
searcher to select randomly sixty elementary school principals as subjects
for this study, ten of whom were excluded from this study because they
participated in the pilot study to validate the instrument to be used in
this study.
These subjects were administered the instrument: "The Curricular
Quality Control Management Scale." Copies of the instrument were dis¬
tributed to the subjects through the mail. The respondents were asked
to complete the Scale and return within seven days. On the average
13
it took about ten or fifteen minutes for the subjects of this study to
complete.
Procedure Used in Development of the Instrument
The ensuing procedure was used to determine the concepts of ef¬
fective curricular quality control and to develop the instrument:
1. Search of the literature for concepts.
2. Elimination of ambiguity and double meanings.
3. Distribution of the concepts to a panel of expert judges
to determine content validity.
4. Determination of the comparative importance of the concepts
of effective curricular quality control management.
Statistical Design
The data gathered for this research were analyzed by the use of
the t-test. The 0.05 level of significance was used. Moreover, the data
were analyzed by split-half reliability, test retest reliability, Pearson
r correlation, and item analysis. A detailed description of the methods
and procedures is presented in Chapter 3.
Overview of the Study
Chapter One of this investigation contains an introduction to the
research. Chapter Two presents a review of selected literature. Chapter
Three portrays the methodology. Chapter Four contains the presentation
of data; and Chapter Five presents the summary, conclusions and recom¬
mendations .
CHAPTER II
REVIBJ OF THE LITERATURE
Intrcduction
During a span of two years, five computer searches for similar
or related studies were made, the last of which was done in August of
1983. Various sources were employed to make these searches: ERIC,
Dissertation Abstracts and Psychological Abstracts. The searches
indicated that there were no instruments appropriate for measuring
curricular quality control management.
In the absence of such studies, the researcher selected liter¬
ature related to management, curricular quality control, the curric-
culum management role of the principal, establishing validity and re¬
liability of quality control measuring instruments, and the semantic
differential as a measuring instrument.
Quality Control Management Framework
Management is a necessary component of any educational organiza¬
tion. Effective school systems manage their affairs by objectives.
Generally, these objectives are set by the boards of education for the
school system. The local schools in the school areas establish specif¬
ic objectives within the framework of the system-wide objectives of the
school system. These objectives serve as guidelines for management at
the central, area and local school levels.
Management is practice, doing and achieving the desired results
14
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through performance. Peter Drucker whose concise definition of manage¬
ment has never been more important than now, agreed in his assertion
that: "Management is practice. Its essence is not knowing but doing.
Its test is not logic but results. Its only authority is performance."^^
James Lewis, Jr. declared that a combination of objectives is re¬
quired in order to develop a modem managerial philosophy that will lend
itself to successful practices in the operation of American schools.-^®
Specific performance objectives must be developed and mutually
agreed to by the personnel concerned. Without performance objectives
there can be no real basis for measuring the effectiveness of anyone \d:io
performs in the schools.
Management by Objectives (MBO)
Management by objectives (MBO) requires predetermined goals and
objectives to guide performance activity. The formulation of a managaTient
principle is the result of predetermining such goals and objectives.
Therefore, before initiating any effort the goal or objective must be
determined, clearly stated and understood.
George S. Odiome's definition of MBO is perhaps the most frequent¬
ly used. Odiome maintained that:
The system of management by objectives can be described as a process
whereby the superior and subordinate jointly identify goals, define
individual major areas of responsibility in terms of results expected
^^Peter F. Drucker, Management (New York: Harper and Row, Publishers,
1974), p. XIV.
18
James Lewis, Jr., School Management by Objectives (New York:
Parker Publishing Co., 1974), p. 35.
^%bid., pp. 34-35.
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of him, and use these measures as guides for operating the unit
and assessing the contribution of each of its members.20
Obviously, the above definition suggested how objectives are to be
determined: jointly by the superior and subordinate.
Schreiber and Sloan asserted that MBO is a management process
by which work is organized in terms of accomplishing specific objectives
21
by a given date. Joseph Ryan placed more enphasis on leadership, the
team approach and people. For several decades, successful executives
22
have been using MBO as a method of leadership.
It would appear that many writers emphasized the significance
of objectives years before management by objectives became popular.
However, the quality of the objectives, the process of presetting ob¬
jectives and the management of the organization to accomplish them are
relatively new.
Under the MBO system educational accountability requires that
goal setting begin at the very top of organizational management and fil¬
ter down. Similarly, educational accountability should start at the top
and not with teachers or support personnel.
In his book H. H. McAshan stated that goal approach advocates
make the ensuing assumptions:
1. Behavioral objectives should be developed from specific
goal intents and defined as such.
20
George S. Odiome, MBO II: A System of Managerial Leadership
for the 80s (Belmont, CA: Fearon Pitman Publishers, Inc., 1979), p. 53.
21
D.S. Schreiber and S. Sloan, "Management by Objectives,"
Personnel Administrator, 15 (May 1970):22.
22
Joseph Ryan, "How to MBO," Management Today (April 1971): 67.
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2. Behavioral objectives should consist of two parts, a specif¬
ically identified learning intent in addition to the out¬
come performance behaviors specified for evaluation purposes.
3. Specific goals on learning intents are the desired ends to
be achieved in an instructional program and outcome behaviors
are means only to determining success in achieving goals.
4. Goals should be specific with reference to each instructive
intent and the context in which it is used. There should be,
insofar as practical, a congruence between each goal and its
evaluation outcome behavior that approaches a one to one re¬
lationship.
5. Goals are the desired ends of instruction and are the only part
of a behavioral objective that should be perceived as having
intrinsic value. They should remain constant and strategies
to achieve them ought to be carried out regardless of whether
or not we are able to measure success in their attainment ade¬
quately. Failure to adequately evaluate a worthwhil^^i’^struc-
tional goal does not merit doing away with the goal.
In order to determine vliether or not an objective has been achieved,
there must be some observable bahavior on the part of the learner. In ad¬
dition, some curriculum designers and engineers are proponents of identi¬
fying the behaviors that provide indicators to demonstrate the success of
the learning strategy, rather than defining the behaviors.
The task, responsibility and concern of management are significant
in augmenting effective performance throughout the school or school system:
The task of management is to generalize effective performance. The
relationship between individual classrooms, schools, and school
systems are the responsibility of management. Management is con¬
cerned not only with the individual parts of the system, but, also,
with how they work together as a system.24
23h . H. McAshan, The Goals Approach to Performance Objectives
(Philadelphia: W.B. Sauders Company, 1974), pp. 4-5.
0 /
^Fenwick W. English, Improving Curriculum Management in the
Schools (Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education, 1980), pp. 2-3.
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Curricular Quality Control Management
Curricular Quality Control
Function of Management
A significant function of management is called quality control.
Quality control is the ability of a school or school system to define,
establish and maintain congruency or integration among these three major
elements: (1) curriculum, (2) teaching and (3) learning. Effective
management of curriculum requires a planned and systematic congruence
25between the three elements. These will be discussed later in more
detail.
Bela H. Banathy in 1968 defined quality control as follows:
The monitoring of a system and its planned change by which adjust¬
ments are introduced to correct for differences between actual
output perfgmiance and performance expectations established byobjectives."^”
English, Oppenheim and Robertson proclaimed that management can
determine whether or not it is using quality control if it knows (1) what
it wants to achieve, (2) how to perform as required, (3) how to assess
the results, and, (4) how to make adjustments to accomplish a greater
27
percentage of the objectives. When school systems know how to exercise
quality control consistently without utilizing more resources, such as
OQ
time, money and materials, it has the ability to become more productive.
O C
F. W. English, et.al., "Management Planning Pinpoints Schools'
Problems," Management Focus, 28 (Sept/Oct, 1981): 31-36.
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Fearon Publishers, 1968), p. 90.
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lington, Virginia: American Association of School Administrators, 1978).
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F. W. English, "Effective Ways to Lmprove Public Education,"
Management Focus, November/December, 1979, pp. 2-10.
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Obviously, ’’there are no simple solutions to the performance and
29
public support problems facing the public schools; nevertheless, public
schools must become more effective institutions of learning. What can
school systems do to improve the quality of education? This researcher
agrees with Fenwick W. English that the answer to this question calls
for more than providing assistance to one teacher in the classroom,
"although that is the core of the enterprise;’’ rather, it calls for
giving appropriate assistance to every teacher. To carry out such a
31task is clearly a function of management.
Although this function is essential, school or school system
administrators will not be able to carry it out without precise, accu¬
rate and timely information. This information is needed for making
managerial decisions which affect performance. Business industry has
used successfully information about situations similar to those present
in educational organizations. "Consequently, it is postulated that the
performances of educational institutions could be upgraded by the use of
32
properly designed and implemented information systems."
The quality control function of management is vital to the ef¬
fective and efficient operation of a school or school system. The qual¬
ity control function is designed to output a product with predetermined
29
Idem, "The Political Economy of Public Schools," Educational
Administration Quarterly, 18, No. 3 (Summer 1982): 111-130.
^%enwick W. English, "Improving Curriculum Management in the
Schools," Occasional Paper, 30 (Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic
Education), pp. 2-3.
^^Ibid., p. 3.
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Khateeb M. Hussain,. Development of Information Systems for Edu¬
cation (Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1973), p. 2.
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specifications. Information about the output product is fed to an in¬
formation system. Administrators collect this information to use When
necessary to make corrections of undesirable deviations of the actual
performance from the desired performance. Information on this deviation
is fed back to change the input in order to eliminate the undesirable
deviations. Generally, this feeding back of information is referred
to as feedback. A diagram of feedback is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1
Feedback System
Purposes of Quality Control
Assume that a school system has developed curriculum guides which
received the highest possible ratings for each subject area, that these
curriculum guides contained specific learning objectives and standards,
and that the teachers have provided instruction to the students. How
can management, including the teachers, of the school or school system
know whether or not the students have accomplished the preset objectives?
It was because of this concern that Robert Smith advocated the establish¬
ment of a quality control system in 1965 to make sure that the students
33had learned the objectives.
^%obert G. Smith, Jr., The Engineering of Educational and Train¬
ing Systems (Lexington, Mass.: Heath Lexington Books, 1971), p. 97.
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Smith advanced two purposes for a quality control system. They are
indicated in the following passage;
One of the purposes we establish for a quality control system is
that of deciding whether a given student has attained a specific
objective. This information will permit us to make decisions about
the student. Among these decisions will be whether the student
should graduate, whether he will move to one program or another,
vhether he will have to repeat certain material. Another aim...
is to inform us as to the overall success of an instructional
system, a school, or a school system, in attaining its objectives,
...We need a way of keeping up with the effects of all...changes to
have a continual reading of the effectiveness of the systan or sys¬
tems in meeting objectives...A quality control system represents an
effective way whereby those who are paying the bill for training or
education...can determine whether the processes are working.
An Application of Quality Control
The literature reveals very few applications of quality control
systems to the field of education. One such application was made in the
U.S. Army Primary Helicopter Schools (USAPHS).'^^
It was the mission of USAPHS to provide instruction in flying
skills to flight students in light helicopters and the necessary aca¬
demic instruction required to support flight training. Civilian con¬
tract instructors provided the instruction to Army personnel. The
quality control system was operated by military personnel who were
assigned to the military flight-evaluation division of the school. The
course was divided into three parts: (1) the solo stage; (2) the pri-
36
mary stage; and (3) the basic stage.
^^Ibid., p. 97.
^^Ibid., p. 98.
^^Ibid., p. 98.
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A proficiency test viiich measured 17 different maneuvers and
236 separate elements of flight performance was administered, scored
separately, and then an overall grade was given to students. To se¬
cure independence from factors which might bias the results of the
evaluations, a variety of techniques was used. Personnel of the mil¬
itary flight-evaluation division, which conducted the evaluations,
were separated from the instructional staff. Moreover, the students
were assigned randomly to each check pilot. The percentage of errors
for each maneuver was determined and class results were graphed. The
class average was compared with a standard, which was the average
performance of a number of recent classes. It would have been prefer-
37able to compare the class average with an absolute standard.
Whenever student performance was below school standard, the sit¬
uation was diagnosed. The elements for each below-standard maneuver
was compared with the standard; such information as the length and
conditions, holidays, general weather conditions, season of year, and
other factors were considered. The resultant information was then sent
38
to appropriate managerial personnel of the school.
A significant aspect of the quality control program at USAPHS
was that it provided a measure of instructor effectiveness. Smith con¬
tended that:
Each instructor has three students. Every error made by more than
one of these three students is identified. If the same error per¬
sists over several classes, it is a clear sign of instructor weak¬
ness, which may be corrected through instructor training. This
system also makes it possible to identify highly effective inr
^^Ibid., p. 98.
^^Ibid., p. 98.
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structors for special recognition.39
To be sure that the quality control system itself was functioning
adequately,constant checks were made. In short, the uniformity of the
standard applied by check pilots was continually monitored. The new
check pilots were trained by learning the standards and grading ten pri¬
mary Pilot Performance Description Records (PPDRs) which were prepared
and agreed upon by experienced check pilots. Moreover, several of the
more experienced check pilots demonstrated in flight how certain student
errors looked and how they were to be graded. This was done to maintain
grading standards. To keep check-pilot standards from drifting, re¬
fresher rides were provided periodically. A comparison of the grades
given by each check-pilot was made with those of the other check-pilots,
and corrective action was taken when the scores of an individual check
pilot deviated significantly from the average grades of the entire mil¬
itary flight-evaluation division.^®
Smith summarized by stating that the quality control system pro¬
vided the necessary information by which the U.S. Army Primary Helicopter
School could;
1. pass or fail students;
2. determine vhether a class had met the standard in specific
maneuvers and their elements;
3. measure instructor proficiency; and
4. monitor quality control system.*^^
^^Ibid., p. 101.
^^Ibid., p. 101.
'^^bid., p. 101.
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Evaluation and Quality Control
It is the main purpose of evaluation and quality control to
ensure that the objectives of the system are being met, or if they are
not, that adjustments will be made in order to correct the system so
that its objectives can be achieved. This phase of systems development
includes several strategies with purposes of their own. Some of these
strategies are system monitoring, which evaluates the effectiveness of
the system on a continuous basis, and performance testing, which is
used to measure the progressive achievement and the terminal profi¬
ciency of the learner. Continuous accomplishment of these two stra¬
tegies will provide us with information that can be utilized to carry
out the necessary changes in order to improve the terminal performance
/ 0
of the learner and to bring effectiveness to the optimum level.^
Quality Control
Systan Monitoring
Needless to say, monitoring the system requires its continuous
evaluation and analysis. The final result of these operations provides us
with information about the adequacy of the system. Banathy states that
as the system operates, the designer must introduce such queries as
1. Are objectives clearly stated and formulated along measurable
and operational lines?
2. Does the criterion test truly reflect the objectives?
3. Have we interpreted our objectives properly in exploring
the learning tasks?
4. Have we properly assessed and tested input competence?
^2"^Idem, Instructional Systems (Belmont, California: Fearon pub¬
lishers, 1968), pp. 79-80.
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5. Do the learning tasks identify everything that has to be
learned in order to enable the learner to perform in the
way described by the objectives of the system?
6. Were any tasks identified that do not contribute to the
attainment of the objectives?
7. Did we designate all functions needed to accomplish the
learning tasks, or do we have some superfluous functions?
8. Have we selected the best possible and most economical
components and are they functioning effectively?
Inquiries of this kind should also be used in the exploration
of distribution, scheduling, and in system training and testing. The
products of these inquiries will aid in the determination of vdiat changes,
if any, would be needed to maintain or improve the quality of the prod¬
uct and the efficiency of the system. These inquiries could help find
answers to the following questions:
1. What operations or p)erformance aspects of the system should
be eliminated because they produce superfluously or serve
something other than the stated system goals?
2. What operational and system perfoimiance aspects are lacking
or are deficient and, thus, make less than their appropriate
contribution to the system objectives?
3. Are we getting our money's worth?
Performance Testing
Continuous checking and testing are the keys to evaluation of the
learner's performance. The tests viiichare used throughout the program
are designed for the purposes indicated below:
1. Measuring the input competence of the learner in relation
to the learning tasks to be attended.
2. Measuring the degree to which the learner has the competences
that are prerequisite to mastering learning tasks.
43
Ibid., pp. 80-81.
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3. Diagnosing learning style and learning rate so as to best ac-
conmodate the individual learner.
4. Assessing the progress of the learner in order to introduce
changes that will enable him to perform in the expected way.
5. Pointing toward specific deficiencies in the system itself.
The test that is designed to measure output performance must
assess the degree to vdiich the student is able to perform in accordance
to the objectives.^^
System Adjustments: Change to Improve
Present educational programs provide means for measuring student
progress and for testing final proficiency. Usually, test results are
communicated to the students in order for them to find out about their
progress and achievement. However, test scores are rarely used by design
to change the instructional program.Obviously, this is a major weak¬
ness of an instructional program that maintains such practice; test score
results should be used by design to change the instructional program.
Banathy continues that one of the most outstanding characteristics of
the systems approach is the constant feedback of performance data into
the system for the purpose of making appropriate changes in the system.
Systems development had the self-adjusting aspects of prescribing
change as a constant process in the development, operation, and mainte¬
nance of the system. The only valid means of maintaining a system is by
purposely changing it. In education, this characteristic of systems devel-
opment is probably the most difficult to \diich to get accustomed.
^^Ibid., p. 81.
'^^Ibid., pp. 81-82.
^^Ibid., pp. 81-82.
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Evaluation
The structure and strategies of the systems approach may offer
a framework and procedures that are useful in evaluating existing curric¬
ulum. In doing an analysis of an existing curriculum, a course of
study, or an instructional unit, the analyst must start out by inquiring
into the purpose of the unit. He or she should find answers to the fol¬
lowing questions:
1. What are the environmental demands, conditions and constraints
under which it is to function?
2. Are objectives specified and formulated along measurable and
operational lines?
3. Does the performance test reflect these objectives?
4. Is the input competence of the learner tested appropriately?
5. Are learning tasks clearly identified and characterized?
6. Can we locate content and learning experiences that do not
actually serve the attainment of objectives?
7. Have we provided for all that is needed to facilitate the
expected performance?
8. Do we have available adequate alternatives in content, learn¬
ing experiences, and motivation?
9. Do components demonstrate optimum capability in carrying out
functions?^'
These questions can also be applied to distribution, scheduling, imple¬
mentation, and quality control. Sanathy suggests that the inquiries \dTich
are pursued to develop a new system may also be introduced for the eval¬
uation and analysis of existing programs. Of course, there are differences
between the processes of analysis and evaluation of an existing system and
that of building a new one. One difference is to pay full attention to
47
Ibid., p. 85.
28
specific systems constraints at the beginning of the analysis of an
existing system, rather than, as we did in systems development, at the
later stage during distribution. Another difference is an implication
of the term analysis. In evaluation, it is the nature of strategies
used in analysis; for we are not building a new system, but rather we
are providing the data that can be used to correct, adjust, or rebuild
the system.
Major Curricular Quality
Control Elements
English listed three quality control elements. They are (1)
curriculum (guide/leamer objectives/standards); (2) teaching (instruc¬
tional content); and (3) learner (assessment/testing, learning, achieve¬
ment). These three elements are related to:(l) what the teacher should
teach (contained in the curriculum guide); (2) what the teacher does
49
teach (instructional content); and (3) what the students actually learn.
An adaptation of how these elements are integrated into one coordinated
activity is indicated in Figure 2.^^
It should be noted that in Figure 2 the curriculum, teaching and
learner components are linked together to form an integrated system. This
system is important to the extent that it contributes to the quality con¬
trol of the total program. Effective quality control requires continuous
feedback to establish and maintain congruence.
^®Ibid., pp. 85-86
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F. W. English, et. al., "Management Planning Pinpoints Schools'
Problems," Management Focus, 28 (Sept./Oct. 1981); 31-36.
^^Ibid., pp. 31-36.
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Figure 2
Program Quality Control
l~ — — FEEDBACK ' ” — -
' t
Congruence is essential to curricular quality control. In fact,
the effective managanent of curriculum requires that a planned and sys¬
tematic congruence among the three elements be defined, established and
maintained.
English, Oppenheim and Robertson defined congruence as the ability
of a school system to define, establish, and maintain integration among
all three elements; indeed, this is a function of management called qual¬
ity control.
Curriculum
The curriculum is one of the three major elements of quality con¬
trol. The curriculum is all of the experiences that individual learners
have in a program of education whose purpose is to achieve broad goals
and related specific objectives, which are planned in terms of framework
52
of theory and research or past and present professional practice.
^^Ibid., pp. 31-36.
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Glenn Hass, Curriculum Planning; A New Approach (Boston: Allyn
and Bacon, Inc., 1977), p. 5.
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Fenwick W. English declared that:
A curriculum is one method to ensure that the objectives set by
legitimate educational authorities are realized. No curriculum
would be required for schools if any result or outcome were as
good as any other, or if the state had not decided that some
results are clearly more important than others. In short, a
curriculum is a management tool....The curriculum performs a
management function by_defining the content, emphasis, and
sequence of learning.
A curriculum document or guide provides guidelines for learning
objectives, teaching and testing. Additionally, it contains guidelines
for textbooks and other learning aids. The curriculum specifies the
objectives which tell the teachers what they are required to teach in
each discipline.
Testing and the Curriculum
Do standardized tests which are administered to students in the
schools assess the curriculum? The majority of school systems can not
state the degree to which standardized tests vhich are used in their
schools assess the curriculum.A standardized test is one that has
definite directions for administering, scoring and use;^^ it may be norm
or criterion-referenced. It is not surprising that the incongruency
between testing and curriculum may be one reason many districts oppose
increased testing. Also, it is why teacher antipathy toward testing is
usually militant. English continues that most teachers have never
learned to use test results and relate them to their own teaching ob-
53
Idem, "Improving Curriculum Management in the Schools," Occasional
Paper, 30 (Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education), pp. 3-7.
^^Ibid., pp. 8-9.
^^Louis J. Karmel, Measurement and Evaluation in the Schools (New
York: Macmillan Company, 1970), p. 470.
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jectives, or they do not receive the test results in time to use them
for corrective purposes or they do not have enough planning time in the
regular school day to use the results adequately. Teachers and adminis¬
trators are not able to see much value in standardized test data viien
the information appears so unrelated to their other activities. Need¬
less to say, teachers resent the control that testing appears to
impose and they see constraints on the curriculum as an improper func¬
tion of testing.^^
It is important that a school system management knows the degree
of congruency that exists between the test and the curriculum. The
curriculum as outlined in the curriculum guide should state precisely
what students are expected to learn, and the test items should match
the objectives. When test data are collected, the school or school sys¬
tem can make adjustments among these three elenents to improve student
achievement: (1) objectives (standards), (2) teaching (curriculum im¬
plementation), and (3) testing (evaluation).
Teaching
Teaching or instruction is another major element of quality con¬
trol. The content and objectives which the teacher teaches must be con-
58
gruent with the content and objectives outlined in the curriculum guides.
Matching Instruction and Objectives
David Pratt in his book Curriculum Design and Development dis-
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Idem,Improving Curriculum Management in the Schools (Washington,
D. C.: Council for Basic Education, 1980), p. 8.
^^Ibid., p. 8.
^®Ibid., p. 9.
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cussed principles which guide the design of instruction for particular
kinds of objectives. A summarization of these principles is indicated
in Figure 3.^'^
Figure 3
Main Steps in Selecting Instructional Strategies
Objectives are classified into five main types. They are knowl¬
edge, skills, physical development, dispositions and experiences. The
main function of classifying objectives is to distinguish types of learn-
60
ing that require specific instructional treatments. They are listed
below:
1. Knowledge. Knowledge can be imparted from direct experience
or communication. Such communication, spoken or written, is
the basis of human culture.
2. Skills. Skills can be attributed to three main stages. They
are cognition, fixation and automation. First, the learner
gains a cognitive understanding of the skill. Practice is
necessary at the second stage when variable and awkward per¬
formance gradually becomes consistent, accurate, and precise.
At the third stage a high degree of speed and coordination are
achieved. To reach this stage of automation requires a great
deal of repetitive practice or drill.
3. Physical Development. Physical development is of a great im¬
portance to students because they spend the majority of their
formative years in school. Students can be given the opportu¬
nity in school to develop certain practices such as daily
exercise that can become part of their normal life-cycle.
4. Dispositions. The development of attitudes toward learning,
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David Pratt, Curriculum Design and Development (New York:
court,Brace,Jovanovich, Inc., 1980), p. 31.
Har-
60Ibid., p. 310.
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toward other people, and toward oneself is one of the most
serious responsibilities of the school. Once a disposition
has been identified as sufficiently important to be an ob¬
jective of the program, the curriculum developer is obli¬
gated to seek an effective strategy to bring it about.
Ihere are four techniques that have greater effect on peo¬
ple's attitudes, particularly if used in combination: in¬
formation, reinforcement, modeling, and involvement.
5. Experiences. Experiences is the fifth objective. Our
experiences make us the people we are. Once a signifi¬
cant experience has been defined as a desirable educational
objective, the instructional procedure is simple: provide
it. An experience can be provided at thrge main levels.
They are direct, simulated and vicarious.
Learning
The other major element of quality control is learning. There
should be high congruency among what the students actually learned,
what they should have learned, and what the teacher should have taught
as outlined in the curriculum guides.
Evaluation
Through appropriate evaluation, test data and other useful in¬
formation is obtained. Leonard T. Bums and Fenwick W. English agree that
school systems should undertake a plan to improve the use of test data
that will:
1. comply fully with the Board's evaluation policies.
2. be regularly and systematically reported to the Board at
annual public meetings.
3. assess other areas of the curriculum besides Basic Skills,
Language Arts and Math on some systematic basis in the K-12
sequence for each child.
4. be reported to staff in a format that is understandable, usable
and linked to teaching/leaming objectives, the district's cur¬
riculum, available curriculum materials, such as textbooks, etc.
61
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5. be understandable to parents and community and provide an
indicator of program effectiveness of each school.
6. identify major trends within the unstructured program that
should be carefully monitored in the future and finally
result in improved pupil achievement on a consistent basis
over time.°'^
Monitoring
Monitoring student achievanent is a necessary activity of quality
control. Administrators use it to identify changes within the organiza¬
tion which will affect the achievement of objectives. Also, they use
it to discuss reasons for making changes within a system or program in
order to make the adjustments necessary to accomplish the desired re-
suits or performance. Dale D. McConkey, Khateeb M. Hussain” and
James Lewis were in agreement that the purpose of monitoring perform¬
ance is to provide the school, school system and administrators with
management information, guides to making decisions and bases for taking
corrective action in order to ensure that the required objectives be
realized.
Summary
A curricular quality control management system has specific
Leonard T. Bums and Fenwick W. English, Assessment and Appraisal
of Curriculum Documents (Los Angeles: Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Co.,
1981), p. 4.
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York: Parker I^blishing Company, Inc., 1974;, pp. 67-68.
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features which help it to operate effectively. These features have been
identified as follows:
1. Precise statement of objectives is vital. Without clear
objectives, it would be impossible to measure whether the
objectives have been accomplished.
2. Measurement of student performance provides the necessary
information to establish and maintain quality control. Ob¬
viously, this information identifies the need to take cor¬
rective action if necessary.
3. Information concerning student perfoirmance should be as valid,
reliable, objective, and detailed as possible. This informa¬
tion should be communicated in a meaningful, clear, and pre¬
cise manner to the appropriate administrator, supervisor and
instructional staff personnel. Test data must be analyzed
and summarized to identify the strengths and weaknesses of
the instructional program. A comparison of the actual student
performance with the desired standards of performance should
be made.
4. Whenever a need for corrective action is identified by the
performance test data, this need must be acted on immediately
to eliminate it. Perhaps, the corrective action for instruction
is best obtained through the insight of competent, experienced
instructors or teachers, including their supervisors. Inef¬
fective instructional procedures should be changed, while ef¬
fective procedures should be retained. After changes have been
made, a follow-up evaluation should be made to determine wheth¬
er the changes have corrected the deficiency identified
previously. °
The Curriculum Management Role
of the Principal
Successful Schools
Despite major advances in classroom instructional research that
have taken place during the past few years, very little is known about
how instructional management at the school level affects children's
schooling experiences. However, the latest work on "successful schools"
66
Idem, The Engineering of Educational and Training Systems
(Lexington, Mass.: Heath Lexington Books, 1971), pp. 31-36.
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emphasized the importance of instructional leadership, particularly the
role of the principal in coordinating and controlling the instructional
program. Few people would disagree with the statement that "one of the
most tangible and indispensable characteristics of effective schools is
strong administrative leadership, without which the disparate elements
of good schooling can neither be brought together nor kept together.
Although the preceding thoughts have renewed the demand for research
on the training of principals, unfortunately, research is limited mostly
to telling vhat a good manager should do and barely provides descriptive
models on how certain management or leadership acts become translated
into concrete activities vdiich help students succeed in school.
Early school effectiveness studies, such as the work of Coleman
68and associates, yielded rather dismal assessments of public schools.
Recent research studies have focused on locating and examining successful
schools. Their findings consistently revealed that successful schools
have the following characteristics:
1. A school climate conducive to learning—one free of discipli¬
nary problems and vandalism.
2. A school-wide emphasis on basic skills instruction.
3. The expectation among teachers that all students can achieve.
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4. A system of clear instructional objectives for monitoring
and assessing students' performances.
Although various procedures have been used to locate successful
schools, the most widely used method relies on H. S. Dyer's measurement
equation which predicted aggregate student achievement and locating
schools that fell above the predicted value (effective schools) and schools
that fell below the predicted value (ineffective schools).
Principal Leadership
Many studies on principal leadership have found a relationship
between principal leadership and student achievement. Specifically, two
crucial early studies by Hemphill and associates'^ and by Gross and
72
Harriott anticipate many of the current findings from the successful
schools research.
The latest research of effective principals and successful schools
supports these findings. The results from these studies can be sunmarized
by differentiating four areas of principal leadership:
1. Goals and Production Emphasis: Numerous studies have found
that principals in successful schools tend to emphasize achieve-
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ment. Ibis emphasis on achievement involved the setting
of instructional goals, the development of performance stand¬
ards for students, and the expression of optimism about the
ability of students to meet instructional goals. Oftentimes,
these behaviors are called instructional leadership. The
principal's performance in this area is seemingly central to
the establishment of a school climate that is supportive of
achievement.
2. Power and Decision Making: Research on effective schools
has shown that effective principals have more power than
principals in ineffective schools. This is particularly
true in the areas of curriculum and instruction, where ef¬
fective principals have been found to be more active and
powerful in decision-making.75
3. Organization/Coordination: Various studies support that
successful schools are better organized than unsuccessful
schools. The data on this issue are not very clear and
are sometimes contradictory....However, there are some
strong findings about school administration, particularly
as it relates to principals' behavior. It appears that
principals in effective schools devote more time to the
coordination and control of instruction and are more skill¬
ful at the tasks involved.76 These principals seem to be
more involved with their teachers. They seem to observe
teachers more regularly,77 support teachers who want to
improve, 78 and they are more active in setting up teacher
and program evaluation procedures'^ than principals in less
effective schools.
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VA: American Association of Secondary School Principals, 1981), p. 20.
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The involvement of the principal in classroom management
also appears to be important to school success. For instance,
successful schools tend to keep the students on task thus
creating a learning environment with few disciplinary prob¬
lems.. Principals are crucial to this process in that they
support teachers with discipline problems by stressing
discipline in the school, by handling disciplinary problems
in their offices and ultimately by trying to keep disciplinary
problems to a minimum in the school.^®
4. Human Relations: One main difference between effective and
ineffective schools is in teimis of the quality of human
relations. Principals appear to be crucial to this dif¬
ference. Effective principals seem to be aware of teachers'
unique needs and help them achieve their own performance
goals,81 which in turn may help teachers fulfill higher order
needs. Effective principals also encourage and acknowledge
good work.82 According to Gross and Harriott, these principals
have a positive influence on teacher morale. Teachers from
these effective schools show more sense of pride in their
school and are more loyal to it than teachers from schools
whose principals are not effective. Teacher morale seems to
have a positive influence on student performance, possibly
by increasing teacher effort.83
Classroom Organization
Indeed the principal's curricular management role is significant.
An understanding of how school and classroom organization affects the
learning experiences of children is essential in the curricular manage¬
ment role of the principal. Instruction (a dissemination process of
curriculum) can be viewed as the center of technology of the school.
The principal is the instructional leader of the school, Hamischfeger
80J. D. Thompson, Organization in Action (New York: McGraw-
Hill Book Company, 1967), p. 21.
81
G. R. Austin, "Exemplary Schools and the Search for Effective¬
ness," Educational Leadership, 37 (1979): 10-14.
82
Idem, Staff Leadership in Public Schools: A Sociological
Inquiry (New York: Wiley, 1965), p. 30.
®^Ibid., p. 30.
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and Wiley in their recent research identified instruction as important
and manipulable factors that affect student learning.
A great number of studies supported that the amount of time stu¬
dents spend on the learning task has a direct effect on achievement and
that teachers can be trained in those classroom management practices that
increase students' engagement rate. However, according to Hamischfeger
and Wiley, "time-on-task has a curvilinear effect on learning and may
be less important than 'success rate' in producing student motivation
and achievement.
The research conducted by Glass and Smith on class size and achieve¬
ment supported that"smaller classes do produce higher achievement scores,
but decreasing class size does not always improve instruction." Their
findings indicated that the "overall achievement distribution within a
86classroom affects learning significantly."
Rosenholtz and Wilson's study on the effects of grouping on
achievement, asserted that;
Although there is some disagreement concerning the effects of grouping
practices, especially when children are grouped by ability, recent
work shows that the size of instructional groupings within a class
affects pupil achievement. Also, the extent to which instructional
tasks are differentiated among groups affects learning.®'
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Hamischfeger and D. Wiley, The Teaching—Learning Process in
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^^Ibid., pp. 5-43.
86G. V. Glass and M. L. Smith, Meta-Analysis of Research on the
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Dalhoff contended that
Examination of the curriculum shows that the pacing, sequencing, and
coverage of content of classroom lessons influence both individual
student achievement as well as the distribution of performance in a
class. Moreover, as time-on-task-. is increased, concomitant increases
in material density must occur so that tasks do not become unneces¬
sarily repetitive.88
Brophy's study on the effectiveness of teacher praise on student
learning, supported that
the nature of feedback and its use have been shown to affect children's
learning and that elements of the classroom performance structure
which define the degree of performance options for children also are
important. 89
Slavin, in his research on task characteristics supported that
the nature of the instructional task, particularly students' per¬
ceptions of its clarity and requirements for joint problem solving,
affects student learning. And if tasks are too complex and require
extensive organization time, student achievement decreases.^0
Instructional Organization
One way that a principal can improve student learning is to work
directly with a teacher in order to analyze classroom problems and to
prescribe specific changes in features of the instructional organization.
The main problem with this issue is lack of time. Quite frequently, prin¬
cipals do not have the time required to pursue such an endeavor. An
alternative, and one that authors seem to recommend, is to examine the
instructional organization at the school level in order to find factors
OO
°°U. Dalhoff, Ability Grouping, Content Validity, and Curriculum
Process Analysis (New York: Teachers College Press, 1971), p. 24.
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of Educational Research, 51 (1981): 5-32.
^*^E. Slavin,
Student Achievement,"
520-524.
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that shape a classroom's instructional organization. Three school-level
factors that seem to readily influence a classroom's instructional or¬
ganization are:
(1) Time: There are many factors under a principal's control
that affect instructional time in classrooms. Schools
usually have daily and yearly schedules that specify how
much time can be allotted to instruction and when evalua¬
tions and tests must be administered before students can
progress to new subjects and materials. Various house¬
keeping and reporting requirements can really cut down on
the amount of time students have in certain subject areas,
as well as other interruptions and school business that
cut into the class time.
The research that has been conducted on the organizational
constraints on time-on-task has not stressed the role of
the principal as a mediator of these organizational con-
straints.^f However, the principal, by providing inputs and
controlling externally produced interruptions to the core.
technical activities of instruction, can be crucial to the
amount of time spent by students on tasks.
(2) Class Size and Composition: The school's overall composi¬
tion and staffing allocations are not controlled by the
principal, but internal allocations are part of the principal's
routine administrative duties. The principal,however, can
have a crucial effect on class size and composition through
his assignment of children to teachers. Often, factors like
student performance, age distributions, sex balancing,
student behavior, etc. are not affected by these assignments.
However, decisions dealing with these factors are shaped by
the principal.92
(3) Grouping: Assignment of children to classrooms can have a
marked effect on how teachers form instructional groups
within their classrooms, however, school level groupings,
such as special education programs, may also affect in a
Gehnke and E. Labovitz, "Coping with Classroom Distractions,"
Elementary School Journal, 81 (1981): 135-155.
92
G. V. Glass and M. L. Smith, Meta-Analysis of Reseych on the Re¬
lationship of Class-Size and Achievement (San Francisco, California: Far
West Laboratory for Educational Research and Development, 1979), p. 9.
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great degree instruction received by a child. Furthermore,
teacher groupings, in teams, or departments, can shape the
types of learning experiences that are provided to the chil¬
dren .
The preceding examples are ways in which school level instructional
organization constrains lesson time, class size and composition and group¬
ing practices. There are other classroom-level factors that affect stu¬
dent learning, such as curriculum evaluation and task characteristics,
which will be influenced also by factors at the school level. The above
discussion indicated that principals can play an important management role
by their decision-making regarding school-level factors that fundamental¬
ly shape classroom instructional organization.
Thompson's treatment of the "core technology" of organizations,
the "management of interdependence," and "buffering" provides one set of
concepts with many implications for studying instructional management. For
all practical purposes, the core technology of schools is instruction, and
the primary production goal is to increase student learning. Thompson
asserted that management of the core technology proceeds along various
dimensions. One dimension, he stated, is the attempt by management to
crystallize production goals and to achieve more certainty about means to
attain these goals. Another dimension deals with managing various kinds
of interdependence in workflows that arise during production. Unit tasks,
developed by managers, are grouped into larger units in a way that overall
production is coordinated. This coordination encompasses the imposition
of rules and the development of other structures, for instance, schedules.
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on Schools," (Paper presented at the National Invitational Conference of
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to coalign interdependent actions. Ultimately, the bufferization of
production processes from external fluctuations is accomplished. An
organization, if it is to run smoothly, requires the delivery of various
94
resources and the disposal of its outputs.
Criteria for Judging Curricular Congruence and
Quality Control
Curriculum guides should describe the three major elements and
explain the interrelationships among them.
Fenwick English in his work with an accounting and management
consulting firm developed criteria for judging the curricular congruence
and effectiveness quality control in schools or school systems. These
criteria are indicated below:
Criterion 1: Clarity and Validity of Objectives. A school sys¬
tem which is well-managed usually has curricular guides vhich
contain specific and measurable learning objectives in each sub¬
ject area. Learning objectives are the bases for learning assess¬
ment. Appropriate learning objectives indicate clearly what the
student is expected or required to learn, the instructional con¬
ditions under which the student is to learn, and specific stan¬
dards by which acceptable performance will be judged.
Criterion 2: Match between the Curriculum and Assessment. A
school system which is well-managed has keyed standardized test¬
ing to the curriculum. Each standardized test item should re¬
late to specific learning objectives. Furthermore, the class¬
room teachers will know which objectives will be assessed by
94
J. D. Th
Company, 1967), p.
Organization in Action (New York: McGraw-Hill
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testing or by some other means.
Criterion 3: Definition by Grade of Essential Knowledge, Skills,
and Attitudes. A school system which is well-managed has curric-
cular documents which indicate the desired or required sequence
of instruction. It is important that curricular documents ac¬
knowledge the fact that some sequences are not as effective as
others and that they provide options \dnich can be followed.
Criterion 4: Description of the Major Instructional Tools. A
school system which is well-managed is able to demonstrate how
its major instructional materials are keyed to the objectives
of each grade level. The textbook is the major instructional
tool in general. Learning objectives must be stated clearly in
the curriculum in order to facilitate the selection of textbooks
which match the objectives and the curricular content. Instruc¬
tional materials should be judged on their match with the stated
and adopted instructional objectives of a school district, par¬
ticularly those objectives for each subject.
Criterion 5: Adaptability for Classroom Use. A school system
which is well-managed has curricular guides that are easy for
teachers to employ from day to day in the classroom. Curricular
95
materials have been developed that outline system expectations.
A Method for Assessing Curricular Quality Control
An educational performance audit (EPA) method has been developed
recently, by English in his work with Peat, Marwick, Mitchell and Company
^^Idem, "Improving Curriculum Management in the Schools," Occasional
Paper, 30 (Washington, D.C.: Council for Basic Education, 1980), pp. 11-14.
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(an accounting, management and consulting firm), to assess curricular
quality control in schools and school systems. The EPA method was de-
qc
signed to review the essential elements of curriclum management.
The EPA method can be employed to provide approximate but useful
answers to such questions as below:
Are the learning objectives adequate to guide the allocation
of school resources?
How does the school district select and design educational pro¬
grams? What criteria are used?
Are the existing programs the best possible responses to the stat¬
ed or assumed educational requirements?
What methods are used to assess students' performance? Are the
methods adequate?
Are the existing programs working satisfactorily?
What methods are used to correct weaknesses in instruction and
learning?
In what^ways can the district become more accountable to the
public?^'
Auditors selected to apply an EPA to a school or school system
should be recognized as experts in management, program development,
curriculum and assessment. In fact, professionals with first-hand
experience in managing educational programs are preferred. In addition,
prospective auditors should be judged by three standards: authority,
98
objectivity and integrity. •
Data collection is a necessary function of the EPA. This author¬
ity listed three basic sources \diich auditors use to obtain the data for
^^Ibid., p. 16.
^^Ibid., p. 16.
^^Ibid., p. 16.
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an EPA; "(1) documents (including administrative records and curricular
99
guides), (2) personal interviews, and (3) visits to schools."
After the data have been gathered, they are compared to five
standards which follow:
Standard 1: The School District Is Able to Demonstrate Its Control
of Resources, Programs, and Personnel. This is the most fundamen¬
tal standard of an educational performance audit. In order for a
school system to assure the public of proper and prudent utiliza¬
tion of its financial and human resources, it must have adequate
control. In essence, this means that a school system is able to
monitor its own performance. It is able to compare the specified
objectives with the actual results and make corrections whenever
the results deviate significantly from the desired results.
Standard 2: The School District Has Measurable and Valid Pupil
Learning Objectives. A sound management system includes the devel¬
opment of specific and valid pupil learning objectives. It is es¬
sential that the school system have specific objectives in order
to determine which programs are effective and which ones are less
effective.
Standard 3: The District Has Documentation Explaining How Its
Programs Have Been Developed, Implemented, and Conducted. The
school system maintains records and data on how programs were de¬
veloped. These records should include the overall rationale for
decision-making. Moreover, the school system should have a sys-
tan for collecting data to be used for improving programs.
Through program adjustment,greater congruence among objectives,
99
Ibid., p. 17.
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teaching, and learning can be attained to increase the level
of student learning.
Standard 4; The School System Uses the Results from District-
Designed Assessments to Adjust, Improve, or Terminate Ineffec¬
tive Practices or Programs. To vhat extent does the school sys¬
tem use information about student learning in the decision-mak¬
ing process?
Standard 5: The School System Has Improved Productivity. Pro¬
ductivity is a measure of a school system's ability to attain a
desired level of student achievement with a given budget. High¬
er productivity means increased learning using same resources.
The Measurement of Quality Control
The assigning of numbers to observations according to some set of
rules is referred to as measurement. To measure the quality control of
a program or component requires standardized or criterion-referenced
•
^ ^101instruments.
G. W. Sherif, M. Sherif and R. E. Nebergall suggested that the
importance of measurement lies in the fact that behavior represents an
evaluation, a selective, or judgment process, either favorable or un¬
favorable. Traditionally, in laboratory experiments on judgments the
individual is provided a series of items to be judged in some respect.
The experimenter uses a given standard of some known value by which to
Ibid., pp. 17-19.
^^^Robert Glaser and Richard C. Cox, "Criterion-Referenced Testing
for the Measurement of Educational Outcomes," in Instructional Process
and Media Innovation, ed. Weisgerber, R. A. (Chicago: Rand McNally, 1968),-
pp. 51-55.
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measure his or her judgment.
102
The Establishment of Reliability and
Validity of Quality Measuring Instruments
Reliability
Admittedly, the concept of reliability is a complex one. One
simple definition of reliability is the degree to vdiich a scale yields
103
consistent scores when quality control is measured a number of times.
Yet another definition is that reliability is defined as the consistency
10^
with which a test measures whatever it measures. As a correlation coef¬
ficient, reliability is defined as the correlation between two parallel
numbers.Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum defined reliability as follows:
The reliability of an instrument is usually said to be the
degree to which the same score can be reproduced when the same
objects are measured repeatedly. The basic 'score' obtained
from the semantic differential is the digit value (1 through 7,
or +3 through -3) corresponding to a subject's check-mark
with which he indicates his judgment of a particular concept
against a particular scale.
To be useful, all instruments must have precision or accuracy.
It is essential that an instrument provide readings which represent
102
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what the manager wants to measure. A quality control instrument must
be sensitive only to what it was designed to measurethus, the in¬
strument must have validity.
Moreover, an instrument must be consistent in the readings
which it provides the quality control manager or administrator. The
instrument must be reliable. In addition to providing consistency in
measurement over several uses and after a lapse of time, the instrument
108
must be reliable in consistency among the items which it contains.
Needless to say, on a quality control scale,a person's score
may vary from one measurement to another. The difficulty is to eval¬
uate the amount of unreliability in one's measures. Bohmstedt sug¬
gested that a popular way to evaluate unreliability has been to cor¬
relate individuals' responses at one time with their responses at
109
some later time. This is called measurement of stability or test-
retest reliability.
Helmstedter conducted a survey of the range and median values
of reliabilities reported for various types of measuring instruments.
Admittedly, there are problems associated with the use of the
test-retest reliability estimate. The length of time between adminis¬
trations can produce different results. It is not uncommon for some
F. Summers, Attitudes Measurement (Chicago: Rand McNally
and Company, 1970), p. 21.
^°®Ibid., pp. 21-22.
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ment," in Attitude Measurement,ed. Summers, G. F. (Chicago: Rand t*fcNally
and Company, 1970), p. 45.
^^^G. C. Helms tedter, Principles of Psychological Measurement
(New York: Appleton-Century-Crofts, 1964), p. 85.
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researchers to write two times as many items to measure a given content
domain and develop two forms of the instrument. According to Bohmstedt,
parallel forms of the test should correlate the same with any other
variables.
Another interpretation of reliability is referred to as inter¬
nal consistency of a test. Obviously, this means that the test items
are homogeneous. Kerlinger recommended the following:
Take any random sample of items frcxn the test, and any other random
and different sample of items from the test. Treat each sample as
a separate subtest. Each individual will then have two scores:
one X. for one subsample and another for the other subsample.
Correlate the two sets, continuing the process indefinitely. The
average intercorrelation of the subsamples (corrected by the Spear¬
man-Brown formula) shows the tests' internal consistency.
According to Gilbert Sax of the University of Washington:
Internal consistency means that each item in a test contributes to a
meaningful total score Measures of internal consistency or homo¬
geneity may be determined in a number of ways. One procedure is to
split an examination in two halves and correlate each person's score
on the first half with the score on the second half. The correlation
between the two sets of scores represents the degree of internal con¬
sistency or homogeneity of the scores...
Where split-half techniques are used, most researchers prefer
to correlate scores on odd-numbered items with scores on even-
numbered i terns.
Since odd-even splits or first half-second half splits often
overestimate reliability, the Spearman-Brown formula is needed to cor¬
rect for the smaller number of items used in correlating one half of a
111
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test with the other half. This procedure enables a researcher to
determine vhether the halves of a test are measuring the same quality
or characteristics.
Validity
Validity indicates the degree to which an instrument measures
the construct which is under investigation. There are several types
of validity. They are: (1) content validity, (2) criterion-related
validity, and (3) construct validity.
Kerlinger defined content validity as the representativeness
or sampling adequacy of the content (the substance, the matter, the
116
topics) of a measuring instnment. It is obvious that content valida¬
tion is difficult to achieve because one cannot enumerate all the ele¬
ments in the domain under scrutiny. Therefore, it is imperative that
the investigator delineate how she or he ascertained the parameters of
the domain under study.Criterion-related validity, which is called
predictive and concurrent validity, is determined by correlating one's
118
measures with a direct measure of the characteristics under study.
It was the contention of Kerlinger that the criterion is a single
114
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^^^Idem, "Reliability and Validity Assessment in Attitude Measure
ment," in Attitude Measurement, ed. Summers, G. F.(Chicago: Rand McNally
and Company, 1970), p. 90.
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Rhinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964), pp. 445-446.
^^^Idem, "Reliability and Validity Assessment in Attitude Measure
ment," in Attitude Measurement, ed. Summers, G. F. (Chicago: Rand McNally
and Company, 1970), p. 92.
^^^Ibid., p. 93.
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greatest difficulty of predictive validation. Frequently criteria do not
119
exist, or if they exist, their validity is doubtful. In quality con¬
trol measure, this is a significant problem. Oftentimes the criterion may
be a worse measure of the construct than the scale which was constructed. 120
Construct validity is evaluated by studying the qualities which a
test measures or by determining the degree to which certain explanatory
121
concepts or constructs account for performance on the test. To vali¬
date the theory underlying the test constructed, studies of construct
validity are done. The researcher validates his or her instrument by
investigating whether or not they confirm or deny the hypotheses pre¬
dicted from the theory vhich is based on the construct.
Cronbach and Meehl in 1955 stated that construct validation is
123
important for every kind of psychological instrument. Construct valid¬
ity is determined by the degree to which theoretical bases for a psy-
X2A
chological or mental trait are supported by correlating evidence. A
construct is a psychological quality which we assume exists to explain
125
some aspect of behavior. Gronlund portrayed the process of deter-
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mining construct validity as involving the steps enumerated below:
1. Identify the construct presumed to account for test perform¬
ance.
2. Derive the hypotheses regarding test performance from the
theory underlying the construct.
19fi
3. Verify the hypotheses by logical and empirical means.
Construct validity is comprehensive in nature; it requires that
the test developer develop a "nomological network” of validation pro-
127cedures to establish the desired construct validity. Cronbach and
Meehl concluded that:
Construct validation takes place when an investigator believes that
his instrument reflects a particular construct, to vAiich are attached
certain meanings. The proposed interpretation generates specific
testable hypotheses^nwhich are a means of confirming or discon-
firming the claim.
These authorities continued their description of the comprehensive
nature of construct validity in their assertion that:
Many types of evidence are relevant to construct validity, including
content validity, interitem correlations, intertest correlations,
test-'criterion* correlations, studies of stability over time,
and stability under experimental intervention. The investigation
of a test's construct validity is not essentially different from
the generalgScientific procedures for developing and confirming
theories.
The Semantic Differential as a Measuring Instrument
The semantic differential was devised by C. E. Osgood, G. J. Suci
^^^Ibid., pp. 72-73.
127
Idem, "Construct Validity in Psychological Tests," Psychological
Bulletin, 52 (1955): 290.
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and P. H. Tannenbaum in 1975. Presently, the procedure is regarded as a
standard assessment device for getting at affective dimensions. Utiliz¬
ing this procedure, Osgood and his associates measured and indicated
concepts in three dimensions of meaning or semantic space.
The procedure used in studies employing the semantic differential
involves presenting a concept with a set of evaluative scales. The scales
contain endpoints which are designed by polar adjectives such as good-bad,
favorable-unfavorable, and valuable-worthless. The individual responds
to the concept by checking each evaluative scale, and his or her responses
should yield a single score vhich indicates the average position on the
assumption that more extreme (polar) evaluations are more intensely held.
A considerable amount of research evidence supports that on the average,
1 ’?!
intensity varies with the extremity of a stand.
Kerlinger in 1964 asserted that "the semantic differential is a
method of measuring the psychological meaning of things, usually con-
cepts." Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum stressed that the semantic dif¬
ferential is not a "test," having some definite set of items and a spe¬
cific score. On the contrary, these authorities continued:
...It is a very general way of getting at certain type of informa¬
tion, a highly generalizable technique of measurement which must
be adapted to the requirements of each research problem to vhich it
W. James Popham, Modem Educational Measurement (Englewood
Cliffs, New Jersey: Prentice-Hall, Inc., 1981), p. 341.
1 ^1^ Idem, The Measurement of Meaning (Chicago: University of Il¬
linois Press, 1975), pp. 76-87.
132
Idem, Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York: Holt,
Rhinehart, Winston, Inc., 1964), p. 564.
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is applied. There are no standard concepts and no standard scales;
rather the concepts and scales used in a particular study depend
upon the purposes of the research. 133
The senantic differential is employed to measure the connota-
tive meanings of concepts referred to as "semantic space." Semantic
space consists of two and three dimensional,geometrical and spatial
descriptions of the concepts being measured. These dimensions are
called evaluative, potency and activity. Evaluative refers to the
dimension corresponding to adjective pairs such as "good-bad,"
"large-small," and "positive-negative." Potency refers to the dimension
of strength and corresponds to such adjectives as "strong-weak." Ac¬
tivity refers to the dimension of motion and action and utilizes such
adjectives as "fast-slow," and other such bipolar adjectives.
Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum listed fifty bipolar adjectives
which have been empirically tested; their factor identifications and
the strength of the identifications have been determined. A rating
scale (usually seven points) combined with the bipolar adjective pair
13/
constitutes what Osgood called "a scale."
These bipolar adjectives can be used to ascertain how an indi¬
vidual feels about, or views a certain concept; in other words, to
measure his attitude relative to a certain concept. By selecting scales
high in evaluative, potency, and activity (one, two, or all three dimen¬
sions may be used) relative to the given concept, asking an individual
to rate the bipolar adjectives on the rating scale, relative to the
133
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linois Press, 1975), p. 76.
^^^Ibid., p. 37.
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concept; a description, or a perception of how the individual views
the concept can then be graphically plotted.
Osgood, Suci and Tannenbaum advanced criteria which they used for
the selection of measuring scales. These criteria were:
1. Factorial Composition. Three scales are selected to repre¬
sent each factor; they are loaded to the maximum on the
concept being judged and they are loaded to the minimum on
others.
2. Relevance. Scales must be relevant to the concepts being
judged.
3. Semantic Stability. Scales must be selected for their ap¬
propriate use with the concepts being judged.
4. Linearity. Scales should be linear between polar opposites
and pass through the origin. Osgood and his associates noted
that this criterion did not have adequate data.-*-^^
Selection of concepts. The term "concept” is used "...in a very
general sense to refer to the 'stimulus' to \diich the subject's checking
136
operation is a terminal 'response.' "
Summary
Five computer searches of the literature reflected that very lit¬
tle research has been done on curricular quality control management. Be¬
cause of this, the study included information on management by behavioral
objectives (MBO), quality control as applied to education, and curricular
quality control.
Moreover, the literature indicated that even less research has
been done on the measurement of quality control. In fact, no research
was found on valid and reliable instruments which were designed to measure
135■^•^^Ibid., p. 79.
^^^Ibid., p. 77.
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curricular quality control management.
However, the literature did reveal the Curriculum Guide Evalua¬
tion Scale developed by Fenwick English. It was designed to measure
quality control as related to curriculum guides; it did not have a va¬
lidity and reliability index.
Although the literature revealed a method for assessing curric¬
ular quality control through the conduct of an educational performance
audit (EPA), the EPA did not contain a measuring scale and, obviously,
it did not contain a validity and reliability index.
Information about the successful schools and the Successful
School Scale was revealed in the literature. This information was in¬
cluded in the study because it provided additional research on the com¬
ponents \diich curricular quality control management contains. Addition¬
ally, the Successful School Scale did not have an index of validity and
reliability. The lack of a valid and reliable instrument to measure
the degree of curricular quality control management in schools gave rise
to the need to develop such an instrument for principals and other ad¬
ministrators to use in measuring quality control.
One of the objectives of the review of the literature was the
acquisition of an understanding of the procedures utilized in the de¬
velopment of measuring instruments. This entailed a review of validi¬
ty and reliability procedures.
It was determined from the review what is required to adequate¬
ly assess judgments. Three requirements were noted. These were lati¬
tude of acceptance, latitude of rejection, and latitude of noncorami-
ment.
From the review, the establishment of reliability and validity
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in the development of a measuring instrument was noted as being compli¬
cated and meticulous. Therefore, the procedures and methods as devised
to establish reliability and validity of the Curricular Quality Control
Management Scale follow closely the recommendations of the authorities
cited in the review.
Finally, a rationale for the utilization of the semantic diffe¬
rential as a measuring instrument was developed through the review of
the literature. It was concluded from previous studies that the seman¬
tic differential has correlated very highly with both the Thurstone and
Gutman scales. Therefore, the findings of these studies support the
notion that the evaluative factor of the semantic differential can be
an index of measurement. Because the semantic differential met the
requirements and conditions of the study, the decision was made to use
it as the format of the instrument designed to measure the judgments
of the subjects toward concepts of effective curricular quality control
management.
The curriculum management role of the principal was depicted in
the literature as being a significant one relative to student achieve¬
ment. The principal has control of specific factors vhich are impor¬
tant in increasing student achievement. These factors are related to
time-on-task, class size and composition, grouping, classroom organiza¬
tion and instruction. Moreover, a primary role of principals is that of
establishing and maintaining curricular quality control. However, in
order to do this, it is essential that the principals or educational
managers have at their fingertips appropriate tools to assist them. A
measuring instrument was revealed to be one such tool needed. There¬
fore, an objective of this study was that of developing such an instru-
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ment—an instrument for managerial use to assess, establish and main¬
tain curricular quality control in schools by making the necessary adjust¬
ments to correct student learning and teaching.
CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
This chapter presents a description of the method, sampling pro¬
cedures and instrumentation used in collecting, structuring and analyz¬
ing the data for interpretation and inferences to a larger population.
Also, it contains the method of developing the instrument and establish¬
ing validity and reliability.
Purpose of the Study
The purpose of the study was to assess the degree of curricular
quality control management in schools as an indicator of effective school
level administrators as measured by the Curricular Quality Control Manage¬
ment Scale. Specifically, the study describes the performance of selected
elementary school principals as defined and measured in the four areas
of the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale: (1) Curriculum (Cur¬
riculum Guides), (2) Teaching (Methods and Materials), (3) Learning, and
(4) Managenent.
Research Methodology
The study made use of the survey method as the primary technique
for collection of data. This method was appropriate since it allowed the
study of large and small populations by selecting and studying samples
chosen from the population to discover the relative incidence, distribu¬
tion, and interrelations of sociological and psychological variables
such as curricular quality control management as an indicator of effec¬
tive school level administrators.
6]
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Population
The total population of elementary school principals in the two
school systems included in this study consisted of 139, fifty-four of
whom were in School System A and eighty-five in School System B. The
population from which the subjects were selected represented school pop¬
ulations from lower to middle class economic and educational levels.
Sample, Selection and Description
Since this study attempted to generalize and make inferences from
a sample to a larger population, rather than simply describing a sub¬
population, criteria were established for the selection of the sample pop¬
ulations from both school systems- A total of sixty-six subjects made
up the samples. The superintendent in School System A designated fifteen
subjects as being effective school administrators and allowed the research¬
er to select randomly fifteen additional school administrators from the
rest of the school system population. A total of twenty-two subjects com¬
pleted and returned the instrument, comprising a sample of eleven desig¬
nated effective principals and eleven randomly selected principals. The
superintendent of School Systan B permitted the investigator to select
randomly sixty school principals, forty-four of whom completed and re¬
turned the instrument; these subjects comprised the other sample used in
this study. The ten school level administrators who participated in the
pilot testing of this instrument were excluded from the samples.
Ins trumentation
The instrument, "Curricular Quality Control Management Scale,"
was developed by the researcher and distributed to the subjects of this
study in December of 1983 and January of 1984. The completed instrument
was returned within ten days after distribution. The details of the pro-
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cedures used to develop the instrument are presented in the subsequent
paragraphs.
Construction of the Instrument
Selection of Concepts
The first step in construction of the Curricular Quality Control
Managanent Scale was that of collecting the concepts of effective curric¬
ular quality control management from the literature as described in
Chapter I. A four step procedure was employed to determine the rele¬
vance of these concepts to effective curricular quality control manage¬
ment. Step One was the search of the literature. Eighty three concepts
were gleaned from the literature.
Step Two was devoted to the elimination of ambiguity and double
meanings from the concepts. These concepts can be found in Appendix B.
Step Three entailed a procedure designed to establish content
validity of the concepts. Questionnaire I was formulated from the con¬
cepts and was distributed to the panel of experts. The panel consisted
of experts in curriculum, management and administration, and research
assistants in the metropolitan area of Atlanta, Georgia.
The members of the panel of experts rated the concepts along a
seven point continuum from "not important" to "extremely important."
To provide a means of scoring, numbers were assigned to the seven segments
of the rating scale. Additionally, the panel members added concepts which
they felt should have been included in the questionnaire. A copy of
Questionnaire I and the letter to the panel of expert judges can be
found in Appendix C.
In Step Four, the comparative importance of the concepts was de¬
termined. After analyzing the data derived from the responses to the
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questionnaire, a rank order of importance was established for the con¬
cepts. The rank ordered list of concepts as determined by the panel of
expert judges can be found in Appendix D.
The concepts used in the Curricular Quality Control Management
Scale can be found in Appendix E.
Selection of Scales
Ten scales (bipolar adjectives) which are highly loaded in eval-
native factors were used to judge the concepts.One set of scales
with a high loading in the potency factor and one set heavy in the activi¬
ty factor were included. The potency factor and activity factor scales
were inserted to obscure the purpose of the measurement as recommended by
Osgood and his associates.These two scales, referred to as "dunmy"
scales, were not used in the scoring process. However, the other scales
received factor scores which were average scores. From each factor an
average score was derived. This average score was assumed to be more
139
representative and more reliable than scores on individual scales.
The Thesaurus Study conducted by Osgood and his associates was
140
used to select the ten bipolar adjectives employed as scales.
Utilizing Thurstone's centroid method of factor analysis, eight
factors were identified. The evaluative factor was identified first. The
scales which were most highly loaded in the evaluative factor were these:
C. E. Osgood, et. al., The Measurement of Meaning (Urbana, Ill.
University of Illinois, 1975), p. 7ST
^^^Ibid., pp. 34-39.
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Ibid., p. 78.
^^^Ibid., pp. 47-66.
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(1) goc3d-bad; (2) harmonious-dissonant; (3) beautiful-ugly; (4) successful-
unsuccessful; (5) kind-cruel; (6) grateful-ungrateful; (7) true-false;
(8) positive-negative; (9) reputable-disreputable, and (10) wise-foolish.
It was essential that the scales be relevant to the concepts being
judged. In light of this, bipolar adjectives 3, 5 and 6 were not used by
this researcher in developing the scales. Instead, he used: progressive-
regressive, meaningful-meaningless, and valuable-worthless. The '’dummy"
scales which were used are these: potent-impotent and intentional-un¬
intentional. These "dummy" scales have loadings in respective potency
and activity factors.
A table of random numbers was used to order randomly the 12 scales.
In addition, six sets of the 12 sets of bipolar adjectives were reversed
randomly. Kerlinger recommended this procedure to discourage the subject
1A2
from systematically marking one segment of the continuum. Hence, two
different randomly ordered lists of scales were derived, labeled "a"
and "b" and were alternated in Questionnaire II of the Curricular Quality
Control Management concepts.
Instructions for Questionnaire II
Osgood and his associates recortinended a sample which this research¬
er used as a guide for writing the instructions which accompany the instru-
1.^3
ment. A copy of these instructions can be found in Appendix E.
^^^Ibid., pp. 50-51.
142 /
F. N. Ker linger. Foundations of Behavioral Research (New York:
Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1964), p. 574.
Illinois
1 / '^
■^^"^Idem, The Measurement of Meaning (Urbana, Ill.: University of
1975), pp. 82-84.
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Scoring Questionnaire II
This instrument contained a seven-point rating scale. The de¬
velopers of the semantic differential have found the seven-point scale to
be more suitable than one with less or more points:
Over a large number of different subjects in many different experi¬
ments it has been found that with seven alternatives all of them tend
to be used and with roughly, if not exactly, equal frequencies.-*-'^^
The recommendation which Osgood and his associates made for scor¬
ing the instrument was followed. Therefore, "1" was assigned to the un¬
favorable poles of the evaluative scales and "7" was assigned to the
favorable poles. Ibis arrangement provided three unfavorable and three
favorable positions along a continuum with a neutral midpoint (score of
11^,1). 145 score which represents a given concept was obtained by sum¬
ming all the scales providing judgment of the concept in question. This
scale is illustrated in Figure 4. A copy of two sets of scales can be
found in Appendix F.
Figure 4
FAVOFABLE-UNFAVORABLE CONTINUUM
THE SEMANTIC DIFFERENTIAL
Unfavor¬
able
Neutral Favorable
^^^Ibid., p. 85.
^^^Ibid., p. 191.
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Pilot Test of Questionnaire II
Questionnaire II was pilot tested by a group of curriculum experts
and administrators (See Pilot Instructions in Appendix G). The results
of the pilot test were used to eliminate ambiguity and double meanings.
These concepts were used to formulate the Curricular Quality Control
Managonent (CQCM) Scale. Also, results from the pilot test necessitated
a change from a seven point scale to a five point scale as indicated below:
It can be noted that points 1 and 2 and 6 and 7 on the seven point-scale
were collapsed to form 1 and 5, respectively, on the five point, CQCM
Scale. This rating scale is indicated as follows:
1= Not stated, not documented or not implied
2= Merely implied or not documented
3= Stated, defined or documented vaguely
4= Stated, defined or documented generally
5= Stated or documented concisely or defined specifically
NA= Not applicable
The scale contains fifty items, forty-six of which to be scored for each
respondent under these four areas; (1) Curriculum (Curriculum Guides);
(2) Teaching; (3) Learning; and (4) Management. Below are indicated
a classification of items according to the content areas of curricular
quality control management and the number of response items for each con¬
tent area. See Appendix M for the final version of the CQCM Scale.
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Table 1
SYSTEM OF CIASSIFYING ITEMS ACCORDING TO CONTENT AREAS
OF IHE CURRICULAR QUALIIY CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
Questions Number of
Content Area (Item Numbers) Items
Curriculum (Curriculum Guides) 1-10 10
Teaching (Methods and Materials) 11-23 13
Learning 24-30 7
Management 31-46 16
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Pilot Test the Instrument
The instrument was pilot tested by ten elementary school administra¬
tors in School System B. Although these administrators were representative
of the samples of the study, they were excluded from the samples. The re¬
sults from the pilot test were used to eliminate ambiguity and double mean¬
ings. Data were collected from this population to establish norms for the
instrument. Then, the validity and reliability of the CQCM Scale were
determined. See summaries in Table 2 and Appendix H.
Table 2
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO IWO ADMINISTRATIONS OF THE CQCM SCALE
TO PRINCIPALS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
ADMINIS¬
TRATION N SUM MEAN VARIANCE S.D.
1
2
10
10
1964
1988
196.4
198.8
366.26
277.22
19.13
16.65
df = 8 Pearson r = 0.94 at 0.05 level of significance
Establishing Validity of the Instrument
Content Validity
Validity of Concepts
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Content validity of the concepts which were derived from the lit¬
erature was obtained through the procedure used in having the panel
of expert judges rate the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale
concepts. The concepts were validated as being important to effective
curricular quality control management.
Construct Validity
Bohrenstedt stated that;
Construct validity is evaluated by investigating what qualities
a test measures; that is, by determining the degree to which
certain explanatory concepts or constructs account for perform¬
ance on the test.1^6
To determine construct validity of the Curricular Quality Control
Management Scale, the superintendent of School System A designated 15
effective school administrators from his school system; then 15 school
administrators from School Systan A and 60 school administrators from
School System B were selected randomly to participate in the study.
The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale was mailed to these 90
individuals for their response to the instrument. A copy of the letters
to these subjects can be found in Appendix I. Seven days were allowed
for the return of the completed instrument.
Establishing Reliability of the Instrument
To determine internal consistency, the split-half reliability
technique was used. An odd-even split of the items on the Curricular
L46
G. W. Bohmstedt, "Reliability and Validity Assessmment in At¬
titude Measurement," in Attitude Measurement, Summers, ed. (Chicago: Rand
McNally and Co., 1970), p. 94.
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Quality Control Managanent Scale was calculated to obtain a reliability
coefficient, utilizing Pearson r. Since odd-even splits or first half-
second half splits often overestimate reliability, the Spearman-Brown
formula was needed to correct for the smaller number of items used in
correlating one half of the CQCM Scale with the other half (See Summary
in Appendix J). The high intercorrelations of CQOl Scale items with each
other indicated a high reliability coefficient.
Collection and Scoring of Data
The CQCM Scale was used to collect the data for this study from
sixty-six school level administrators in two school systems in metro
Atlanta, Georgia. The names of the school systems and schools are not
revealed because of the sensitive nature of the study. Copies of the
questionnaire were distributed to the subjects by the researcher.
The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale was normed by the
researcher. The instrument responses were hand scored by two scorers to
reduce the possible error rate.
The items on the instrument used a five point (1, 2, 3, 4, 5)
rating scale with criteria to indicate the correct number to circle or
point to give each item. An example of the format is provided below:
1. Teachers expect the students
to learn. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. Teachers monitor students'
performance and provide
constructive feedback
as needed. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
The instrument can be seen in Appendix M.
Analysis and Treatment of Data
The datawere analyzed by using the independent t-test. It is
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an appropriate statistic for the testing of a set of hypotheses that the
experiment or study is designed to test. The t-test is especially useful
in the examination of planned comparisons. Since the researcher was in¬
terested in differences between the means of two groups in the three
hypotheses, the analysis will include three t-ratios on the Curricular
Quality Control Managanent Scale. The difference between the means of
each group was tested at 0.05 level of significance (two-tailed test).
Simnary
A four step process was used to determine the concepts of ef¬
fective curricular quality control management. These concepts were includ¬
ed in the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale. The four step proc¬
ess is indicated below:
1. Search of the literature for concepts.
2. Elimination of ambiguity and double meanings.
3. Distribution of the concepts to a panel of expert judges to
determine content validity.
4. Determination of the comparative importance of the concepts
to effective curricular quality control management.
The foregoing procedure produced rank-ordered lists of concepts.
The most' important concepts were written in measuring form for the Curric¬
ular Quality Control Management Scale.
A procedure to determine construct validity was used to develop
the instrument. The superintendent of School System A in the metro Atlanta
area designated fifteen effective school administrators. Moreover, fifteen
additional administrators were selected randomly from the same school
system. Sixty other administrators were selected randomly from School
System B to participate in this study. Eighty-eight percent of the subjects
responded to the instrument within ten days.
CHAPTER IV
PRESENTATION OF DATA
The data in this chapter were analyzed in five categories: (a)
an assessment of curricular quality control management in elementary
schools; (b) an assessment of California Achievement Test scores in
elementary schools; (c) a comparison of designated effective principals
and randomly selected principals; (d) a comparison of high scorers and
low scorers on the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale, and (e)
a comparison of high scorers and low scorers on the California Achieve¬
ment test.
Demographic Information
The selected subjects consisted of 30 female and 36 male ele¬
mentary school administrators. They were all principals of schools whose
students were from families of low to middle economic and educational back¬
grounds. The administrators selected for this study have had three or
more years of experience in the present school of which they are princi¬
pals. Their educational backgrounds ranged from a masters degree to a
post doctorate degree. Selected characteristics can be found in Appen¬
dix K.
Analysis and Evaluation of Curricular
Quality Control Management Scale
The procedural steps utilized to develop the Curricular Quality
Control Managemenet Scale were designed to establish validity and relia¬
bility for the instrument. An analysis of the results of the data derived
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from these procedures depicted the validity and reliability of the Cur¬
ricular Quality Control Management instrument.
Content Validity
Content validity refers to the degree to which a test samples the
content area which is to be measured.
Five reviews of the literature revealed 83 concepts which were
related to strategies and procedures of effective curricular quality con¬
trol management. The concepts were collected from the writings of author¬
ities in the area of concern. A panel of experts composed of curriculum
specialists, administrators, research and evaluation specialists and uni¬
versity professors was formed. The task of the panel of expert judges
was that of rating each of the concepts on a seven-point continuum from
"not important" to "extremely important" relative to effective curricular
quality control management. Based on the responses vhich authorities and
practitioners made, a rank-ordered list of the concepts was developed.
Using this procedure the most important concepts were determined. Forty-
six of the highest ranking concepts were selected to be included in the
Curricular Quality Control Management Scale. A degree of content validity
was established by using these procedures.
Construct Validity
Construct validity refers to the extent to which a test reflects
constructs presumed to underlie the test performance and also the extent
148
to which it is based on theories regarding these constructs. In this
147
Donald Ary, et. al., Introduction to Research in Education
(New York: Holt Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1979), p, 191.
^^®Ibid., p. 197.
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study, a process was developed to determine construct validity of the
Curricular Quality Control Management Scale. The process was used to
determine if the constructs as measured by the Curricular Quality Control
Management Scale would indicate curricular quality control management.
The hypotheses were restated in the null form and tested to de¬
termine if the concepts were indicative of effective curricular quality
control management in elementary schools.
Hypothesis One
The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale will not yield the
mean score of effective school level administrators significantly
higher than the mean score of the less effective school level ad¬
ministrators.
The mean score of the effective school level administrators was
210.5 with a standard deviation of 7.60, while the mean score of the less
effective principals was 182.36 with a standard deviation of 7.62. A
summary of the t-test analysis of responses of the two samples is depicted
in the following table.
Table 3
SUMMARY OF T-TEST ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES OF
EFFECTIVE AND LESS EFFECTIVE SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS
SAMPLE N MEAN S.D.
Effective Administrators 22 210.5 7.60
Less Effective Administrators 22 182.36 7.62
df = 42
_t-table value at 0.05 level = 2.010
obtained _t = 11.97
Standard error = 2.34
Since the obtained t-test value (11.97) was greater than the t-table
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value (2.010), the obtained difference was significant at the 0.05 level,
therefore, the hypothesis was rejected. The effective school level ad¬
ministrators scored significantly higher on the CQCM Scale than did the
less effective school level administrators. This finding revealed that
the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale has construct validity.
The overall performance of School System B subjects is displayed in the
following table.
Table 4
OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF SCHOOL
LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS OF SCHOOL SYSTEM B
ON THE CQCM SCALE SHOWING
SUB-TOTALS AND GRAND TOTALS OF CONTENT AREAS
CURRICULUM
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
40.909
28.689
23.000
1799.999
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
0.807
0.296
27.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
5.356
-0.598
50.000
TEACHING
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
55.318
33.850
26.000
2433.999
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
0.877
0.151
39.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
5.818
-0.498
65.000
LEARNING
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
28.246
15.923
19.000
1242.833
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
0.602
0.834
16.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
3.990
-0.528
35.000
MANAGEMENT
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
71.955
29.533
18.000
3166.000
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
0.819
-1.127
62.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
5.434
-0.113
80.000
VARIABLE TOTAL
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
196.428
261.922
66.000
8642.832
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
2.440
-1.077
162.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
16.184
-0.018
228.000
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Visual inspection of the ensuing table shows that the overall performance
was higher in the content areas of teaching (sub-total 2) and management
(sub-total 4), v^ile lower in curriculum (sub-total 1) and learning
(sub-total 3).
Table 5
SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE OF SCHOOL
SYSTEM B SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS ON THE
CONTENT AREAS OF THE CURRICUIAR QUALITY
CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
VARIABLE NO.
%
SCORE MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION
Sub-Total 1 (Curriculum) 44 81 40.9091 5..3562
Sub-Total 2 (Teaching) 44 85 55.3182 5..8181
Sub-Total 3 (Learning) 44 81 28.2462 3..9904
Sub-Total 4 (Management) 44 90 71.1840 16..1840
TOTAL 44 85 196.4280
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Hypothesis Two
School administrators designated by their superintendent as being
effective managers will not score significantly higher on the Cur¬
ricular Quality Control Management Scale than will randomly selected
school level administrators.
Visual inspection of the following table will reveal that the
mean score of the school level administrators designated by their su¬
perintendent as being effective was 197.27 with a standard deviation of
13.39, while the mean score of the randomly selected principals was
159.09 with a standard deviation of 37.74. A summary of the t-test
analysis of responses of the two samples is portrayed in the ensuing
table.
Table 6
SUMMARY OF T-TEST ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES OF DESIGNATED EFFECTIVE
SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS AND RANDOMLY SELECTED ADMINISTRATORS
SAMPLE N MEAN S.D.
Designated Effective
Administrators 11 197.27 13.39
Randomly Selected
Administrators 11 159.09 37.74
df = 20
_t-table value at 0.05 level = 2.086
Obtained ^ = 3.161
Standard error = 12.076
The preceding table revealed that the null hypothesis was rejected.
Since the obtained t-test value (3.161) is greater than the t-table value
(2.086), the obtained difference was significant at the 0.05 level. The
school level administrators designated by the superintendent as being
effective scored significantly higher on the CQCM Scale than did the
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randomly selected school level administrators. This finding indicated that
the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale has construct validity.
The overall performance of School System A subjects is depicted in Table 7.
Table 7
OVERALL PERFORMANCE OF SCHOOL
LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS OF SCHOOL SYSTEM A
ON THE CQCM SCALE SHOWING
SUB-TOTALS AND GRAND TOTALS OF CONTENT AREAS
CURRICULUM
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
38.386
82.766
36.000
806.111
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
1.985
1.009
14.000
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
MAXIMUM
9.098
-1.025
50.000
TEACHING
MEAN
VARIANCE
SUM
51.476
90.362
1081.000
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
2.074
0.173
STD DEV
SKEWNESS
9.506
-1.011
LEARNING
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
25.857
24.129
18.000
543.000
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
1.072
-0.314
16.000
STD DEV
STD DEV
MAXIMUM
4.912
-0.492
34.000
MANAGEMENT
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
64.714
175.814
43.000
1359.000
STD ERROR
STD ERROR
MINIMUM
2.893
-0.644
37.000
STD DEV
STD DEV
MAXIMUM
13.259
-0.754
80.000
VARIABLE TOTAL
MEAN
VARIANCE
RANGE
SUM
180.434
1145.520
125.000
3789,110
STD ERROR
KURTOSIS
MINIMUM
7.386
0.310
96.000
STD DEV
STD DEV
MAXIMUM
33.846
-0.931
221.000
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Table 8 portrays that the overall performance was higher in the content
areas of teaching (sub-total 2) and management (sub-total 4), while
lower in curriculum (sub-total 1) and learning (sub-total 3).
Table 8
SUMMARY OF PERFORMANCE OF SCHOOL
SYSTEM A SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS ON THE
CONTENT AREAS OF THE CURRICULAR QUALITY
CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
VARIABLE NO.
%
SCORE MEAN
STANDARD
DEVIATION
Sub-Total 1 (Curriculum) 21 77 38.3862 9.0976
Sub-Total 2 (Teaching) 21 79 51.4762 9.5059
Sub-Total 3 (Learning) 21 74 25.8571 4.9121
Sub-Total 4 (Management) 21 81 64.7143 13.2595
TOTAL 21 78 180.4338 33.8455
It should be noted that the school level administrators in School
System B scored higher on the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale
than did the school level administrators in School System A.
Hypothesis Three
Students in schools which have a high level of curricular quality
control management will not obtain a significantly higher mean score
on the California Achievement Test than will students where curricular
quality control management is low.
The mean score for students on the CAT in schools with high lev¬
el curricular quality control management (as measured by the scores
received by the school level administrators on the CQCM Scale) was 67 with
a standard deviation of 9.84. The mean score for students on the CAT
in schools with low level curricular quality control management was
54.72 with a standard deviation of 10.68. An analysis of the responses
is summarized in the following table.
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Table 9
A SUMMARY OF T-IEST ANALYSIS OF
MEAN COMPOSITE CAT SCORES IN SCHOOLS
WITH A HIGH DEGREE OF CQCM AND IN SCHOOLS WITH
A LOW DEGREE OF CQCM
SAMPLE ■ N MEAN S.D.
High Quality
Control 22 67 9.84
Low Quality
Control 22 54 10.68
d.f. = 42
_t-table value at 0.05 level = 2.010
Obtained _t = 3.87
Standard error =3.16
Since the obtained t-test value (3.87) is greater than the t-table
value (2.010), the obtained difference was significant at the 0.05 level;
therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. The following table summarizes
the results of the responses of scorers on the CAT and the CQCM Scale in
schools with high and low. levels of curricular quality control management.
Table 10
SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF RESPONSES ON THE
CAT AND CQCM SCALE IN SCHOOLS WITH
HIGH LEVEL AND LOW LEVEL CURRICULAR
QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
SAMPLE N MEAN S.D.
HIGH QUALITY CONTROL
Group 1 (CQCM) 22 210.5 7.60
Group 2 (CAT) 22 67 9.84
LOW QUALITY CONTROL
Group 1 (CQCM) 22 182.36 7.62
Group 2 (CAT) 22 54.72 10.68
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Using the responses made by 20 individuals fron School System A on
the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale, a split-half reliability
was computed to obtain an estimate of internal reliability of the instru¬
ment. A reliability correlation coefficient of 0.79 was obtained using
Pearson r. Since the split-half procedure underestimates reliability,
the Spearman-Brown formula was applied to make the correction. The result
of this computation was a reliability coefficient of 0.887. A correlation
coefficient of this magnitude would suggest that there was high correla¬
tion between the odd and even numbered items on the CC^M Scale. The pre¬
ceding reliability coefficients were significant at the 0.05 level, indi¬
cating a high estimate of internal consistency of the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale. A sumnary of the means and standard deviations
of the forty-six items on the C(^>I Scale is presented in Table 11.
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Table 11
SUMMARIZED ITE>1 ANALYSIS OF RESPONSES
ON CURRICUUR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
OF TWENTY SCHOOL SYSTEM A ADMINISTRATORS
ITEMS MEANS
STANDARD
DEVIATION
1. 4.30 1.12
2. 3.95 1.35
3. 4.25 1.01
4. 4.15 1.13
5. 3.70 1.17
6. 3.95 1.27
7. 3.50 1.19
8. 3.20 1.17
9. 3.70 1.17
10. 4,05 0.94
11. 3.60 1.04
12. 4.10 0.96
13. 4.20 0.95
14. 4.20 0.61
15. 3.90 1.07
16. 3.70 1.26
17. 4.40 1.23
18. 3.85 1.30
19. 3.70 1.21
20. 3.50 1.27
21. 4.25 0.71
22. 3.90 0.96
23. 4.30 0.80
24. 4.05 1.14
25. 3.95 1.27
26. 3.95 1.27
27. 3.70 0.73
28. 3.80 0.76
29. 3.85 0.74
30. 2.70 1.38
31. 3.90 1.25
32. 3.95 0.82
33. 3.60 1.39
34. 4.45 0.82
35. 3.85 1.46
36. 3.90 1.29
37, 3.85 1.30
38. 3.95 1.05
39. 3.70 0.97
40. 4.30 0.97
41. 4.65 0.58
42. 4.10 1.16
43. 4.50 0.94
44. 4.35 1.08
45. 3.75 1.48
46. 4.40 0.94
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Table 12 depicts the overall reliability analysis of the responses
of twenty school level administrators of School System A. A split-half
reliability coefficient of 0.887 revealed that the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale has a high level of internal consistency.
Table 12
OVERALL RELIABILITY ANALYSIS OF
THE RESPONSES OF TWENTY
ADMINISTRATORS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM A
STATISTICS FOR
CQCM SCALE
MEAN
181.50000
VARIANCE
1180.68421
STD DEV
34.36109
# VARIABLES
46
ITEM MEANS MEAN
3.94565
MINIMUM
2.70000
MAXIMUM
4.65000
RANGE
1.97000
MAX/MIN
1.72222
VARIANCE
0.12554
ITEM VARIANCES MEAN
1.21773
MINIMUM
0.34474
MAXIMUM
2.19737
RANGE
1.85263
MAX/MIN
6.37405
VARIANCE
0.22530
INTER-ITEM
CORRELATIONS MEAN
0.43318
MINIMUM
-0.39061
MAXIMUM
0.95675
RANGE
1.34736
MAX/MIN
-2.44936
VARIANCE
0.06806
RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS 46 ITEMS SPLIT-HALF = 0.887
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Using the responses made by 20 individuals from School System B on
the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale, a split-half reliability
was computed to obtain an estimate of internal reliability of the instru¬
ment. A reliability correlation coefficient of 0.722 was obtained using
Pearson r. Since the split-half procedure underestimates reliability,
the Spearman-Brown formula was applied to make the correction. The result
of this computation was a reliability coefficient of 0.839. A correlation
coefficient of this magnitude would suggest that there was high correla¬
tion between the odd and even numbered items on the CQCM Scale. The pre¬
ceding reliability coefficients were significant at the 0.05 level,indi¬
cating a high estimate of internal consistency of the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale. A summary of the means and standard deviations
of the forty-six items on the CQCM Scale is presented in the following
table.
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Table 13
SUMMARIZED ITTH ANALYSIS OF
RESPONSES ON CURRICUD^R QUALITY
CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
ON FORIY-THREE SCHOOL SYSTEM B ADMINISTRATORS
ITEMS MEANS
STANDARD
DEVIATION
1. 4.30 0.77
2. 3.97 0.91
3. 4.30 0.80
4. 4.06 0.98
5. 3.83 0.99
6. 3.97 0.77
7. 4.06 0.73
8. 4.13 0.74
9. 4.30 0.67
10. 3.97 0.83
11. 4.13 0.63
12. 3.79 0.88
13. 4.11 0.76
14. 4.02 0.70
15. 4.11 0.87
16. 4.25 0.65
17. 4.88 0.49
18. 4.86 0.41
19. 4.46 0.59
20. 3.97 0.67
21. 4.27 0.62
22. 4.16 0.81
23. 4.30 0.67
24. 4.34 0.61
25. 4.32 0.68
26. 4.13 0.80
27. 3.93 0.66
28. 3.97 0.83
29. 3.97 0.70
30. 3.58 1.02
31. 4.44 0.50
32. 4.44 0.58
33. 4.23 0.71
34. 4.67 0.52
35. 4.62 0.53
36. 4.62 0.53
37. 4.48 0.50
38. 4.37 0.53
39. 4.23 0.57
40. 4.53 0.54
41. 4.51 0.85
42. 4.74 0.49
43. 4.86 0.41
44. 4.37 0.81
45. 4.39 0.69
46. 4.53 0.73
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The following table portrays the overall reliability analysis
of the responses of twenty school level administrators of School System
B. A split-half reliability coefficient of 0.839 revealed that the
Curricular Quality Control Management Scale has a high level of internal
consistency.
Table 14
OVERALL RELIABILITY ANALYSIS
OF THE RESPONSES OF FORTY-THREE
ADMINISTRATORS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
CQCM SCALE
MEAN
196.69767
VARIANCE
264.88261
STD DEV
16.27521
# VARIABLES
46
ITEM MEANS MEAN
4.27604
MINIMUM
3.58140
MAXIMUM
4.88372
RANGE
1.30233
MAX/MIN
1.36364
VARIANCE
0.08638
ITEM VARIANCES MEAN
0.50525
MINIMUM
0.17054
MAXIMUM
1.05869
RANGE
0.88815
MAX/MIN
6.20779
VARIANCE
0.04718
INTER-ITEM
CORRELATIONS MEAN
0.24296
MINIMUM
-0.30502
MAXIMUM
0.80057
RANGE
1.10559
MAX/MIN
-2.62463
VARIANCE
0.03549
o
46 ITEMS SPLIT-HALF = 0.839RELIABILITY COEFFICIENTS
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A comparison of the percentage score of performance of the sub¬
jects in School System B and in pilot (standardized) sample on the CQCM
Scale depicted that the percentage scores of both groups were similar
in all four categories of the CQCM Scale. This finding suggested that
the instrument has content and construct validity. It further suggested
that the Scale is reliable.
Also, a comparison of the percentage score of performance of the
subjects in School System A and in pilot (standardized) sample was made.
It was found that the total percentage score of the principals in School
System A fell seven points below the total percentage score of the pilot
sample. Although the scores of School System B fell a few points lower
than the pilot sample, they did fall within the range of the standard
error (12.076) displayed in Table 6. This would suggest that the instru¬
ment has validity and reliability.
Visual inspection of Table 15 reveals a mean of 197.5 and a
test-re test correlation (Pearson r) of 0.94 for the norming group
(standardized sample).
Table 15
TEST-RETEST PELIABILIIY OF
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL ADMINISTRATORS
(Date Administered, January 1984)
NUMBER RAW SCORE CORRELATION
OF ITE>1S N MEAN S.D. Pearson r
46 10 197.5 17.4 .94
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In Table 16,it should be noted that the overall mean, standard
deviation, Pearson r and split-half reliability are shown for all sixty-
six subjects in School System A and School System B.
Table 16
SPLIT-HALF PELIABILIIY FOR
ELEMENTARY SCHOOL LEVEL ADMINISTRATORS IN
SCHOOL SYSTEM A AND IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
NUMBER RAW SCORES CORREIATIONS
OF ITEMS N MEAN S.D. r SPLIT-HALF
46 22 178.13 25.56 .79 . 88'’'
46 44 196.5 7.61 .77 .87*
TOTALS 66 187.3 16.58 00 .875
'’Corrected by the Spearman-Brown formula
Since that the preceding table indicated a summary of the total
responses of all the subjects in the study and that the Pearson r (0.78)
and split-half reliability (0.875) coefficients depicted a high level
of reliability, the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale has a
high degree of split-half reliability and internal consistency.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Curricular quality control management refers to the ability of a
school or school system to define, establish and maintain congruity among
these three major elements: (1) curriculum (curriculum guides), (2) teach¬
ing (methods and materials), and (3) student learning. Researchers in
the area of educational management recognize that curriculum, teaching and
learning are influenced by the school level administrator. This influence
can be seen in school organization, classroom management, time on task
and other such factors. Furthermore, it can be seen through the expecta¬
tions that the school level administrators have of the teachers and the
students. Research shows a wide variation in student achievement in
school systems throughout the nation. Even within the same school system
or within the same school, there is wide discrepancy in what the students
are expected to learn and what they learn as measured by achievement tests,
such as the California Achievement Test.
Researchers such as Fenwick W. English, Bela H. Banathy, H. H.
McAshan, James Lewis, Robert G. Smith, Jr., J. D. Thompson, Ron Edmonds,
and Hamischfeger and Wiley have shown a great concern in student achieve¬
ment in public schools. While these researchers have shown much concern
for the poor performance of students, there is little literature on the
prevention or correction of poor performance and the establishment and
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maintenance of high performance through the use of effective curricular
quality control management. Moreover, the literature is void of the
existence of an instriment to measure the degree of curricular quality
control management in schools.
Statement of the Purpose
The purpose of this study was to assess the degree of curricular
quality control management in schools as an indicator of effective school
level administrators as measured by the Curricular Quality Control Manage
ment Scale.
Results
The results of this study depicted the following:
1. There was a significant difference in the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale scores of School System A administra¬
tors designated effective by their superintendent and the
randomly selected school level administrators. The designated
effective principals had higher scores than the randomly se¬
lected principals in all content areas of the CQCM Scale: Cur
riculum, Teaching, Learning and Management. There was a sta¬
tistical difference between the scores of the two groups.
2. There was a significant difference in the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale scores of School System B effective
school level administrators and less effective school level
administrators. The effective principals had higher scores
than the less effective principals in all content areas of
the CQQ1 Scale: Curriculum, Teaching, Learning and Manage¬
ment. There was a statistical difference between the scores
of the two groups.
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3. There was a significant difference in the California Achieve¬
ment Test scores of students in schools with high curricular
quality control management and of students in schools with
low curricular quality control management.
4. The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale revealed a
high degree of content and construct validity. Moreover,
it depicted a high level of test-retest reliability and
split-half reliability with a high measure of internal con¬
sistency.
Conclusions
This study was designed to test three hypotheses. Two of the three
hypotheses were concerned with the curricular quality control management
of the school level administrators surveyed as it described the prevalence
of curricular quality control management in the elementary schools of which
the subjects were principals. One hypothesis was concerned with student
achievement in schools with high and low levels of curricular quality control
management as measured by the California Achievement Test. After the data
were analyzed, the three hypotheses were rejected as follows;
Hypothesis One
The Curricular Quality Control Management Scale will not yield the mean
score of effective school level administrators significantly higher
than the mean score of less effective school level administrators.
Discussion
This hypothesis was rejected at the 0.05 level of significance.
The inference is that effective school level administrators have higher
curricular quality control management in the schools of which they are
principals than less effective school level administrators. The infer-
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ence is consistent with logical thinking in that those who are effective
principals should have schools which contain congruence among the elements
of effective curricular quality control management: (1) Curriculum, (2)
Teaching and (3) Learning.
Hypothesis Two
School administrators designated by their superintendent as effective
managers will not score significantly higher on the Curricular Quality
Control Management Scale than will randomly selected school administra¬
tors.
Discussion
Hypothesis Two was rejected at the 0.05 level of significance. The
inference is that superintendents can identify effective principals. An¬
other inference is that effective school level administrators are princi¬
pals of schools vhich contain higher curricular quality control management
than randomly selected principals. The inference is consistent with the
thought that the superintendent should be aware of the performance level
of each school level administrator. In addition, the inference is in¬
dicative of the logical thinking that the schools which contain effective
administrators should possess congruence among the elements of effective
curricular quality control management: (1) Curriculum, (2) Teaching and
(3) Student learning (achievement).
Hypothesis Three
Students in schools vhich have a high level of curricular quality
control management will not obtain a significantly higher mean score
on the California Achievement Test than will students where curric¬
ular quality control management is low.
Discussion
Hypothesis Three was rejected at the 0.05 level of significance.
The inference is that students make higher achievement in schools wdth a
high degree of curricular quality control management than do students in
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schools with a low degree of curricular quality control management. The
inference is consistent with logical thinking in that the achievement of
students should be higher in those schools with effective school level
administrators.
Validity and Reliability
of the Instrument
1. The content validity of the developed instrument was established
adequately by using appropriate procedures to select the con¬
cepts included in the instrument.
2. The procedures designed to determine whether or not the instru¬
ment actually measures the degree of curricular quality control
management in schools as an indicator of effective school level
administrators depicted a significant degree of construct valid¬
ity for the CQCM Scale.
3. A high degree of internal consistency of the instrunent was
determined by the procedures used to obtain split-half relia¬
bility .
4. The normative data obtained from two different administrations
of the CQCM Scale to the pilot test sample indicated a high
degree of test-retest reliability for the instrument.
Recommendations for Further Study
Though the findings of the present study were significant and
enlightening, they should be considered only a first step toward a ten¬
tative definition of curricular quality control management in schools.
In addition, the results of this study suggest that further research
is warranted in order to obtain a broader perspective on how the use of
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school systemwide curricular quality control management influences student
achievement. Longitudinal studies in the ensuing areas should provide this
information:
1. This study should be replicated using local, regional and
national samples at the elementary, middle and high school
levels.
2. A study should be undertaken to determine the influence that
a central manager of curricular quality control has on curric¬
ular quality control management at the area and local levels.
3. A study should be done to develop a computer-assisted curric¬
ular quality control management system to be used at the cen¬
tral and local levels.
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APPENDIX B:
STEP II
CONCEPTS OF EFFECTIVE
CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
AS DERIVED FROM THE LITERATURE
STEP I
CONCEPTS OF EFFECTIVE CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
AS DERIVED FROM THE LITERATURE
1. The objectives must state clearly what the student is expected to do
or how the student is expected to perform. (English, p. 15)
2. The objectives must be specific and measurable. (English, p. 15)
3. The procedures used to establish validity must be listed.(English,
P-15)
4. The test items must match, obj ective-by-obj ective. (English, p. 15)
5. The parts of the curriculum not assessed must be identified,(English,
p. 15)
6. The curricul^lm assessment method must be described.(English, p. 15)
7. The assumed prerequisite knowledge, skills, attitudes must be listed
by grade or level.(English, p. 15)
8. The criteria for textbook use must be listed.(English, pp. 14-15)
9. The textbook(s) and the curriculum must match, objective-by-objective.
(English, pp. 14-15)
10. Specific examples of how to teach must be included.(English, p. 15)
11. Interpretation of student response must be included.(English, p. 15)
12. Method(s) to correct weaknesses in instruction and learning must be
identified,(Smith, pp. 124-128)
13. How tests results are used must be stated.(English, p. 15)
14. Most of the students must be involved in classroom learning activities
most of the time.(Squires, et.al., pp. 69-70)
15. Students must cover the content and skills as measured by tests related
to system-wide objectives.(English, pp. 11-14)
16. Students must master the prerequisites before working on new skills.
(Squires, et.al., pp. 11-13)
17. Students must experience high levels of success in their daily class¬
room experience.(Squires, et.al., pp. 3-4)
18. Students must master most of the content covered in reading/language
arts. (Squires, et.al., pp. 13-16)
19. Students must master most of the content covered in math,(Squires,
et.al., pp. 66-67)
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20. Reading/language arts must be scheduled for at least 2 hours daily,
(Squires, et.al., pp. 10-12)
21. Math must be scheduled for at least 50 minutes daily, (Squires, et.al.,
pp. 14-15)
22. The teachers you supervise or observe must use a teaching plan or
portfolio to teach students.(Squires, et.al., pp. 57-59)
23. The teachers' teaching plans or portfolio must be based on the curric¬
ulum (guide) of the school system.(Squires, et.al., pp.57-59)
24. The teachers' instructional activities must match the objectives of the
system-wide curriculum.(Squires, et.al., pp. 57-59)
25. The principal must assist the teachers(he/she supervises or observes)wlth
instructional problems when needed.(Squires, et.al., pp. 54-55)
26. The school system must provide inservice workshops designed to meet the
specific needs of teachers.(Squires, et.al., pp. 51-64)
27. The school system must make available to your teachers specific materials
they need in order to teach more effectively .(English, pp. 13-14)
28. Teachers must vary their teaching method to help students learn more
effectively.(Squires, et.al., pp. 19-21)
29. Principals must be familiar with the curriculum evaluation system of the
school system.(English, pp. 3-8)
30. Principals must use the curriculum evaluation system as a curriculum
management tool.(English, pp. 3-8)
31. Principals must use the curriculum as a management tool .(English,
pp. 2-11)
32. Teachers must spend adequate time in presenting, demonstrating, and ex¬
plaining new content and skills to the whole group of students in the
classroom.(Squires, et.al., pp. 57-59)
33. The teachers' explanations and directions to students must be clear and
understandable.(Squires, et.al., pp. 19-20)
34. Teachers must provide sufficient opportunity for students to practice
and reinforce newly acquired skills and content. (Squires, et.al.,
pp. 19-20)
35. Teachers must monitor students' performance and provide constructive
feedback as needed.(Smith, pp. 118-127)
36. Teachers must assign independent seatwork practice activities only after
students have demonstrated understanding of a skill or concept .(Squires,
et.al., p. 79)
37. Teachers must assign independent homework practice activities only after
students have demonstrated understanding of a skill or concept .(Squires,
et.al., p. 20)
38. Teachers must use a system of monitoring and recording achievement of
instructional objectives.(Smith, pp. 118-127)
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39. Achievement tests must be used to evaluate accomplishment of basic
skills.(Squires, et.al., p. 3)
40. Students from poor families must achieve as well as students from
middle class families,(Squires, et.al., p. 63)
41. Standardized achievement tests results must be reported in usable form
to administrators.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
42. Standardized achievement tests results must be reported in usable form
to teachers.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
43. Standardized achievement tests results must be reported in usable form
to students.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
44. Standardized achievement tests results must be reported in usable form
to parents. (Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
45. Standardized achievement tests results must be reported in usable form
to the community.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
46. The school board of education must set student achievement as a major
goal for the school systern.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
47. Management and instructional systems that support student achievement
must exist.(Squires, et.al., pp. 54-55)
48. The results of achievement tests must be used to modify the currlculiim
or instructional programs.(Squires, et.al., pp. 7-8)
49. The principal must observe classroom Instruction on a regular basis.
(Squires, et.al., pp. 61)
50. The principal must meet with teachers to discuss classroom practices on
a regular basis .(Squires, et.al., pp. 54-55)
51. The school system must specify procedures and criteria for evaluating
instructional personnel that focus on student management, success and
coverage. (Squires, et.al., pp. 25-28)
52. The principal and staff must receive training in procedures of eval¬
uating and supervising so that the principal and staff know about
the rules under which supervision and evaluation are conducted.
(Squires, et.al., pp. 28-20)
53. Conflicts inherent in the supervising and evaluation process must sur¬
face from the viewpoint of the principals and the teachers, (Squires,
et.al., pp. 30-44)
54. The data patterns recorded during supervision and evaluation must relate
to value outcomes such as student involvement, success and coverage.
(Squires, et.al., pp. 5-6)
55. The principal must monitor student performance on standardized tests,
must determine the learning deficiencies and must see to it that cor¬
rected action is taken as needed,(Smith, pp. 118-127)
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56. Teachers must provide positive reinforcement to students for work well
done.(Squires, et.al., p. 18)
57. The principal must observe classrooms and must confer with teachers on
instructional matters on a regular basis. (Squires, et.al., pp. 54-55)
58. Teachers must feel that their views are represented in decision making.
(Squires, et.al., p. 61)
59. The principal must provide a reliable system of support in areas of in¬
struction and discipline. (Squires, et.al., pp. 51-52)
60. The principal must provide appropriate inservice training for staff in
areas of instruction and discipline .(Squires, et.al., pp. 78-80)
61. The criteria for student performance must be specified by levels of
requirement. (English, p. 15)
62. There must be indications or recommendations for various types of cri¬
teria for different students in the class. (English, pp. 11-19)
63. There must be recommended evaluation procedures for students.(Enelish,
pp. 7-12)
64. The evaluation procedures or instriiments must be compatible with the
instructional objectives.(English, p. 12)
65. The materials must include recommendations (or suggestions) for when to
collect feedback information.(English, p. 13)
66. There must be recommendations for corrective measures of student mis¬
understandings. (Banathy, pp. 76-80)
67. Alternative explanations must be available for the basic or important
instructional objectives,(Banathy, pp. 33-40)
68. References to additional textbooks for further explanations must be
specified. (English, pp. 13-19)
69. There must be a list or a description of the necessary prerequisites
for the major Instructional objectlves, (English, p. 15)
70. The materials must include a statement of instructional objectives.
(English, p. 12)
71. The statement of objectives must be clear and detailed to be helpful
for teachers or students.(Banathy, p. 36)
72. Materials must include paragraphs that relate new topics to previous
topics.(English, pp. 13-19)
73. Questions must be inserted in the materials at the end of a topic or
subtopic. (English, p. 13)
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74. The school system makes available to your teachers specific mate¬
rials they need in order to teach more effectively.(English, pp.
13-14)
75. The students in your school(s) or school area mastered the objec¬
tives required for their grade level last year.(Squires, et.al.,
pp. 11-16)
76. Your teachers vary their teaching method to help students learn
more effectively.(English, pp. 13-14)
77. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to administrators.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
78. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to teachers.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
79. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to students.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
80. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to board members.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
81. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to parents.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
82. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form
to the community. (Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
83. The school board of education has set student achievement as a major
goal for the school system.(Squires, et.al., pp. 88-90)
APPENDIX C:
QUESTIONNAIRE I—LETTERS TO EXPERT JUDGES
You and other authorities, along with educational managers, are
asked to rate the attached list of concepts, which were derived from the
literature, on a continuum from "not important" to "extremely important"
to effective curricular quality control management.
When developed the instrument will provide a measuring device
whose results will be useful in establishing and maintaining curricular
quality control management in schools and school systems-
I am conducting a dissertation study at Atlanta University under
the advisorship of Dr. Ernest Bentley, Department of Educational Admi¬
nistration and Supervision. It is the purpose of this study to develop
an instrument designed to measure the degree of curricular quality con¬
trol management in schools.
Thank you immensely for your time and invaluable contribution to
the development of an instrument which can be used as a tool to improve
educational programs and raise the level of student achievement. A
stamped self-addressed envelope is enclosed for return mailing.
Sincerely,
Hubert Cobb
Enclosures
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Thank you immensely for responding to the questionnaire sent to
you a few weeks ago. The suggestions which you and others made will be
of great value as I proceed with the study.
Some additional concepts of effective curricular quality control
management were added to or taken from the questionnaire by respondents.
Your assistance in determining the relevance of these concepts to effec¬
tive curricular quality control management is needed. To validate these
concepts, I am requesting that you and the other authorities rate them
along a continuum from "not important" to "extremely important" to ef¬
fective curricular quality control management.
Again, thank you for your kind assistance. A stamped, addressed
envelope is enclosed for return mailing.
Sincerely,
Hubert Cobb
Enclosures
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CONCEPTS OF EFFECTIVE CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MATJAGEMENT
AS DERETD FROM THE LITERATURE
QUESTIONl>IAIRE I
CuAAlciiJitum/CuAMyicatuim Gaide.
1- The objectives state clearly what the student is expected to do or
how the student is expected to perform.
not
important
2. The objectives are specific and measurable.
extremely
important
not
important
extremely
important
3. The procedures used to establish validity are listed.
not
important
4. The test items match, objective-by-objective,
not
important : : : : :
extremely
important
extremely
important
5. The parts of the curriculum not assessed are identified.
not
important
6. The curriculum assessment method is described.
extremely
important
not extremely
important : : : : : : ; important
7. The assumed prerequisite knowledge, skills, attitudes are listed by
grade or level.
not
important
8. The criteria for textbook use are listed.
extremely
important
not
Important
extremely
important
9. The textbook(s) and the curriculum match, objective-by-objective.
not
important
extremely
important
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10.
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Specific examples of how to teach are included.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important
11. Interpretation of student response is included.
not
important : : : :
extremely
: important
12. Method(s) to correct weaknesses in instruction and learning are
identified.
not
important : : : : • •
extremely
: important
13. How tests results are used is stated.
not
important : : : ! • •• •
extremely
: important
14. Most of the students are involved in
most of the time.
classroom learning activities
not
important : : ; :
extremely
: important
15. Students cover the content and skills
to system-wide objectives.
as measured by tests related
not
important : : : :
extremely
: important
16. Students master the prerequisites before working on new skills.
not
important : : : :
extremely
; important
17. Students experience high levels of success in their
room experience.
daily class-
not
important : : : :
extremely
! important
18. Students master most of the content covered in reading/language
arts.
not
important : : : : t 4
extremely
: important
19.
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Students master most of the content covered in math,
not
important : : : ; ; :
extremely
: important
20. Reading/language arts is scheduled for at least one hour dally.
not
important
extremely
: important
21. Reading/language arts is scheduled for at least 90 minutes daily.
not
important
extremely
important
22. Reading/language arts is scheduled for at least 2 hours dally.
not
important
extremely
important
23. Reading/language arts is scheduled for more than 2 hours daily.
not
important
extremely
important
24. Math is scheduled for at least 15 minutes daily.
• not
important
extremely
important
25. Math is scheduled for at least 30 minutes daily.
not
important
26. Math is scheduled for at least 50 minutes daily,
not
important : : : : ; i
extremely
important
extremely
important
27. Math is scheduled for more than 50 minutes daily,
not
important : : : : : :
extremely
important
28. The teachers you supervise or observe use a teaching plan or port¬
folio to teach students.
not
important
extremely
important
11429.The teachers' teaching plans or portfolio is based on the curriculum
(guide) of the school system.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important30.The teachers' instructional activities match the objectives of the
system-wide curriculum.
not extremely
important : : ; t : : ; important
31. You assist the teachers you supervise or observe with instructional
problems when needed.
not extremely
important : : ; : : : : important
32. The school system provides inservice workshops designed to meet
the specific needs of teachers,
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important
33. The school system makes available to your teachers specific mate¬
rials they need in order to teach more effectively.
not extremely
Important : : : ; : ! : important
34. The students in your school(s) or school area mastered the objec¬
tives required for their grade level last year,
not extremely
important : : : : : : ; important
35. Your teachers vary their teaching method to help students learn
more effectively.
not extremely
important ; : : : ; ; ; important
36. You use the results of curriculum evaluation to help students learn
more effectively.
not extremely
important ; : : ; ! ; ' ; important37.You are familiar with the curriculum evaluation system of the
school system.
not
important
extremely
important
11538.You use the curriculum evaluation system as a curriculum management
tool.
not
important : : : : :39.You use the curriculum as a management tool.
not
important
extremely
important
extremely
Important40.Teachers spend adequate time in presenting, demonstrating, and
explaining new content and skills to the whole group of students in
the classroom.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important41.The teachers' explanations and directions to students are clear and
understandable.
not extremely
important : : ; ; ; : s important
42. Teachers provide sufficient opportunity for students to practice and
reinforce newly acquired skills and content.
not extremely
important : : : : ; : : important
43. Teachers monitor students' performance and provide constructive
feedback as needed,
not extremely
Important : ; : : : : : important44.Teachers assign independent seatwork practice activities only after
students have demonstrated understanding of a skill or concept.
not extremely
important : : ! ; ; : : important
45. Teachers assign independent homework practice activities only after
students have demonstrated understanding of a skill or concept.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important
46. Teachers use a system for monitoring and recording achievement of
instructional objectives,
not extremely
important ; : ; : : important
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47. Achievement tests are used to evaluate accomplishment of basic
skills.
not
important : : • t • • •
extremely
Important
48. Students from poor families achieve as
class families.
well as students; from middle
not
important : : ♦ ••
extremely
important
49. Standardized achievement
to administrators.
tests results are reported in usable form
not
important : : •
extremely
important
50. Standardized achievement
to teachers.
tests results are reported in usable form
not
important : : •• •• *
extremely
important
51. Standardized achievement
to students.
tests results are reported in usable form
not
Important : : •♦ ••
extremely
important
52. Standardized achievement
to board members.
tests results are reported in usable form
not
important ; : »•
extremely
important
53. Standardized achievement
to parents.
tests results are reported in usable form
not
important : : t
extremely
important
54. Standardized achievement
to the community,
tests results are reported in usable form
not
important : : * t•
extremely
important
55. The school board of education 1
goal for the school system.
has set student achievement as a major
not
important : : s
extremely
important
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56. Management and instructional systems exist that support student
achievement.
not
important
extremely
important
57. The results of achievement tests are used to modify the curriculum
or instructional programs.
not
important
extremely
important
58. The principal observes classroom Instruction on a regular basis.
not
important
extremely
important
59. The principal meets with teachers to discuss classroom practices on
a regular basis.
not
important
extremely
important
60. The school system has specified procedures and criteria for eval¬
uating instructional personnel that focus on student management,
success and coverage.
not
Important
extremely
important
61. The principal and staff have received training in procedures of
evaluating and supervising so that the principal and staff know
about the rules under which supervision and evaluation are con¬
ducted.
not
important
extremely
important
62. Conflicts inherent in the supervising and evaluation process sur¬
face from the viewpoint of the principals and the teachers.
not
important
extremely
important
63. The data patterns recorded during supervision and evaluation re¬
lated to value outcomes such as student involvement, success and
coverage.
not
important
extremely
important
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64. The principal monitors student performance on standardized tests,
determines the learning defficiencies and sees to it that corrected
action is taken as needed,
not extremely
important : ; : ; important
65. Teachers provide positive reinforcement to students for work well
done.
not extremely
important : : : \ ; : 5 important66.The principal observes classrooms and confers with teachers on in¬
structional matters on a regular basis.
not extremely
important : : : : : : ; important
67. Teachers feel that their views are represented in decision making.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important
68. The principal provides a reliable system of support in areas of in¬
struction and discipline.
not extremely
important : ; : : : : ; important
69. The principal provides appropriate inservice training for staff in
areas of instruction and discipline.
not extremely
important : : : s : : : important
70. The principal provides opportunities for staff to coordinate their
actions in the areas of instruction and discipline,
not extremely
Important : : : : ; ; : important
71. The criteria for student performance are specified by levels of
requirement.
not extremely
important : : : : : : : important72,There are indications or recommendations for various types of cri¬
teria for different students in the class,
not
important extremelyimportant
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73. There are recommended evaluation procedures for students.
not
important
extremely
important
74. The evaluation procedures or instruments are compatible with the
instructional objectives.
not
important
extremely
important
75. The materials include recommendations (or suggestions) for when to
collect feedback information.
not
important
extremely
Important
76. There are recommendations for corrective measures of student mis¬
understandings .
not
important
extremely
important
77. Alternative explanations are available for the basic or important
instructional objectives.
not
important
extremely
important
78. References to additional textbooks for further explanations are
specified.
not
important
extremely
important
79. There is a list or a description of the necessary prerequisites
for the major instructional objectives.
not
important
extremely
important
80. The materials include a statement of instructional objectives.
not
important
extremely
important
81. The statement of objectives is clear and detailed to be helpful
for teachers or students.
not
important
extremely
important
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82. Materials include paragraphs that relate new topics to previous
topics.
not extremely
important : : : : ; i J important
83. Questions are inserted in the materials at the end of a topic or
subtopic,
not extremely
important : : : : : * ; important
APPENDIX D:
CONCEPTS IN RANK ORDER
OF IMPORTANCE TO CURRICULAR
QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
AS DETERMINED BY PANEL OF EXPERTS
CONCEPTS IN RANK ORDER OF IMPORTANCE TO
CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
AS DETERMINED BY PANEL OF EXPERTS
1. The objectives state clearly what the student is expected to do or
how the student is expected to perform, (96) *
2. The teachers' explanations and ''directions to students are clear and
understandable. (96)**
3. Teachers provide sufficient opportunity for students to practice and
reinforce newly acquired skills and content, (96)
4. Teachers monitor students' performance and provide constructive
feedback as needed, (96)
5. The principal observes classroom instruction on a regular basis. (96)
6. Teachers vary their teaching method to help students learn
more effectively. (.96)
7. Method (s) to correct weaknesses in instruction and learning are
identified. (95)
8. How tests results are used is stated. (95)
9. Teachers provide positive reinforcement to students for work well
done. (95)
10. Teachers spend adequate time in presenting, demonstrating, and
explaining new content and skills to the whole group of students in
the classroom. (95)
11. Teachers assign independent seatwork practice activities and indepen¬
dent homework practice activities only after students have demonstra¬
ted understanding of a skill or concept. (95)
12. Reading/language arts is scheduled no more than one hour daily, (95)
13. Math is scheduled for at least 50 minutes daily. (95)
14. The materials include a statement of instructional objectives, (95)
15. The statement of objectives is clear and detailed to be helpful
for teachers or students. (95)
16. Most of the students are involved in classroom learning activities
most of the time. (95)
17. Students experience high levels of success in their daily class¬
room experience. (95)
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18. Management and instructional systems exist that support student
achievement. (95)
19. The principal provides a reliable system of support in areas of in¬
struction and discipline. (95)
20. The principal provides appropriate inservice training for staff in
areas of instruction and discipline. (95)
21. The principal provides opportunities for staff to coordinate their
actions in the areas of instruction and discipline, (95)
22. The principal is familiar with the curriculum evaluation system of the
school system. (95)
23. The teachers make use of a teaching plan or portfolio, (95)
24. The principal assists the teachers he/she supervises with instructional
problems when needed. (95)
25. The school system makes available to your teachers specific mate¬
rials they need in order to teach more effectively. (95)
26. The assumed prerequisite knowledge, skills, attitudes are listed by
grade or level. (94)
27. The criteria for student performance are specified by levels of
requirement, (94)
28. The teachers' teaching plans or portfolio- is based on the curriculum
(guide) of the school system. (94)
29. The teachers' instructional activities match the objectives of the
system-wide curriculum. (94)
30. Teachers use a system of monitoring and recording achievement of
instructional objectives, (94)
31. The principal meets with teachers to discuss classroom practices on
a regular basis. (94)
32. The principal and staff have received training in procedures of
evaluating and supervising so that the principal and staff know
about the rules under which supervision and evaluation are con¬
ducted. (94)
33. Teachers feel that their views are represented in decision making.
(94)
The principal monitors student performance on standardized tests,
determines the learning deficiencies and sees to it that corrective
action is-taken as needed. (94)
34.
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35. The principal uses results of curriculum evaluation to help students
learn more effectively. (94)
36. The evaluation procedures or instruments are compatible with the
instructional objectives, (94)
37. The school system provides inservice workshops designed to meet
the specific needs of teachers. (94)
38. The students in the school mastered the objectives required for their
grade level last year, (94)
39. Standardized achievement tests results are reported in usable form to
administrators, teachers, students, board members, parents and
the community. (94)
40. The school board of education has set student achievement as a major
goal for the school system, (94)
41. The objectives are specific and measurable. (93)
42. There is a list or a description of the necessary prerequisites
for the major instructional objectives, (93)
43. Reading/Language arts is scheduled for at least 90 minutes daily. (93)
44. Math is scheduled for at least 50 minutes daily, (93)
45. Students from poor families achieve as well as students from middle
class families. (93)
46. The principal uses the curriculum evaluation system as a curriculum
management tool, (93)
47. There are recommendations for corrective measures of student mis¬
understandings. (93)-
48. The criteria for textbook use are listed, (92)
49. There are recommended evaluation procedures for students, (92)
50. References to additional textbooks for further explanations are
specified. (92)
51. Materials include paragraphs that relate new topics to previous
topics, (92)
52. Students master most of the content covered in math. (92)
53. The results of achievement tests are used to modify the curriculum
or instructional programs, (92)
54. The test items match, objective-by-objective, (91)
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55. Alternative explanations are available for the basic or important
instructional objectives. (91)
56. The school system has specified procedures and criteria for evalua¬
ting instructional personnel that focus on student -management,
success and coverage. C91)
57. The data pattern recorded during supervision and evaluation are re¬
lated to value outcomes such as student involvement, success and
coverage. (91)
58. Achievement tests are used to evaluate accomplishment of basic
skills. (.91)
59. The procedures used to establish validity are listed, (.90)
60. Students cover the content and skills as measured by tests related
to system-wide objectives. (90)
61. The principal uses the curriculum as a management tool, (90)
62. The textbook(s) and the curriculum match, objective-by-objective, (89)
63. The curriculum assessment method is described, (88)
64. The parts of the curriculum not assessed are identified. (85)
65. Questions are inserted in the materials at the end of a topic or
subtopic. (85)
66. Students master the prerequisites before working on new skills. (84)
Points given to concepts by respondents,
**
Concepts with equal points have been ordered randomly.
APPENDIX E:
QUESTIONNAIRE II—INSTRUCTIONS FOR CQCM SCALE
(EXCERPTS)
CONCEPTS OF EFFECTIVE CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT
The purpose of this instrument is to determine the importance
of certain concepts to effective curricular quality control managanent.
Your opinion as to the relevance of the concepts to successful manage¬
ment is needed. To obtain your beliefs, you are requested to rate
the concepts along a continuum from "not important" to "extremely
important" to effective curricular quality control management.
If you feel the concept is "not important" to effective curric¬
ular quality control management, place a check mark on the continuum
as follows:
not extremely
• important X : : : : : : : important
If you feel the concept is of extreme importance to effective curricular
quality control management, then you should check as follows:
not extremely
important : : : : : : X : important
If you feel the concept is relative to effective curricular quality
control management but not to the extremes, then place a check mark
in a space along the continuum, which, in your opinion, the concept
belongs. The direction toward which you check depends upon which of
the two ends of the continuum seems most characteristic of the concept
you are judging.
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Important: Place your check mark in the middle of the space.
not on the boundaries.
Never put more than one check mark per concept.
Return in the stamped, addressed envelope to:
Hubert Cobb
481 Dollar Mill Rd., S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30331
12.9
1. The objectives state clearly what the student is expected to do or
how the student is expected to perfoirm.
good bad
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
successful unsuccessful
meaningful meaningless
progressive regressive
true false
positive negative
reputable disreputable
wise foolish
strong weak
valuable worthless
a.
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2. The teachers' explanations and directions to students are clear and
understandable.
worthless
harmonious
aggressive
weak
meaningful
regressive
false
negative
disreputable
wise
good
successful
valuable
dissonant
defensive
strong
meaningless
progressive
true
positive
reputable
foolish
bad
unsuccessful
b.
131
3. Teachers provide sufficient opportunity for students to practice and
reinforce newly acquired skills and content.
good bad
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
successful unsuccessful
meaningful meaningless
progressive regressive
true false
positive negative
reputable disreputable
wise foolish
strong weak
valuable worthless
a.
132
4. Teachers monitor students' performance and provide constructive
feedback as needed.
worthless
harmonious
aggressive
weak
meaningful
regressive
false
negative
disreputable
wise
good
successful
valuable
dissonant
defensive
strong
meaningless
progressive
true
positive
reputable
foolish
bad
unsuccessful
b.
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63. The curriculum assessment method is described.
good 1 bad
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
successful unsuccessful
meaningful meaningless
progressive regressive
true false
positive negative
reputable disreputable
wise foolish
strong weak
valuable «• : ; worthless
a.
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64. The parts of the curriculum not assessed are identified.
worthless ; valuable
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
weak strong
meaningful meaningless
regressive progressive
false true
negative positive
disreputable reputable
wise foolish
good bad
successful unsuccessful
b.
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65. Questions are inserted in the materials at the end of a topic or
subtopic.
good bad
harmonious dissonant
ag^^ressive defensive
successful unsuccessful
meaningful meaningless
progressive regressive
true false
positive negative
reputable disreputable
wise foolish
strong weak
valuable ; worthless
a.
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66. Students master the prerequisites before working on new skills.
.worthless
harmonious
aggressive
weak
meaningful
regressive
false
negative
disreputable
wise
good
successful
valuable
dissonant
defensive
strong
meaningless
progressive
true
positive
reputable
foolish
bad
unsuccessful
b.
APPENDIX F:
SCALE AND SCORING
CONTINUUM
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good bad
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
successful unsuccessful
meaningful meaningless
progressive regressive
true false
positive negative
reputable disreputable
vd.se foolish
strong weak
valuable worthless
A
13,9
worthless valuable
harmonious dissonant
aggressive defensive
weak strong
meaningful meaningless
regressive progressive
false true
negative positive
disreputable reputable
wise foolish
good bad
successful unsuccessful
B .
APPENDIX G:
PILOT TEST INSTRUCTIONS
Pilot Test of Instrument
Thank you for agreeing to pilot test the attached instrument.
This instrument is designed to measure the meanings of certain concepts
to various people.
Instructions for Pilot Test
Please read the following directions carefully before respond¬
ing to the instrument.
1. Record the time you begin reading the instructions to the
instrument.
2. Work steadily through the entire instrument. Do not answer
the special questions to Pilot Test Subjects until you finish
the instrument.
3. Record your finishing time. Compute time spent reponding
to the instrument.
4. Now answer the Special Questions to Pilot Test Subjects at
the bottom of each page.
Again, thank you for your kind assistance.
Special Questions to Pilot Test Subjects
Please do not answer questions until-you have completed respond¬
ing to the instrument.
1. Are the instructions written so that they are easily understood? If
not, please indicate vhere by circling the sections.
2. Do you have suggestions which you feel would make the instructions
more understandable? Use back of page if needed.
3. AFTER responding to each concept, please answer these questions:
a. Is this concept stated ambiguously? If so, please rephrase it.
b. Are any of these scales irrelevant to the concepts?
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APPENDIX: H
VALIDITY AND RELIABILITY OF CQCM SCALE
(STANDARDIZED SAMPLE)
SUMMARY OF STANDARDIZED SAMPLE
OF TEN ELEMENTARY SCHOOLS
To determine stability or test-retest reliability and construct
validity the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale was administered
twice to the principals in School System B, ten days apart. A Pearson
product-moment was computed to establish the correlation coefficient
between the two administrations of the instrument. The Pearson r was
0.94. A correlation coefficient of such magnitude indicated high corre¬
lation between the scores of the first and second administrations of the
instrument. Therefore, the Curricular Quality Control Management Scale
has high test-retest reliability or stability. Since 8 degrees of free¬
dom yielded a Pearson r table value of 0.632, the correlation coefficient
was significant at the 0.05 level. This would suggest that the Curricular
Quality Control Management Scale has construct validity. A summary of
the results can be found in the following calculations.
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STANDARDIZED SAMPLE
OF TEN PRINCIPALS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B*
Sub¬
jects ..
Curric¬
ulum Teaching Learning
Manage¬
ment TOTAL
1 42 56 29 73 200
2 39 54 27 77 197
3 43 62 34 79 218
4 47 57 31 80 215
5 44 63 33 73 213
6 30 49 28 67 174
7 43 49 27 66 185
8 31 49 24 55 159
9 46 60 27 76 209
10 42 53 26 73 194
i:X=407 ^=552 £X=286 ^X=719 ^-X=1964
Mean= 196.4
Variance= 366.26
S.D.= 19.13
n=10
•’* First aciministration of the CQCM
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STANDARDIZED SAMPLE OF
TEN PRINCIPALS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B*
ON SECOND ADMINISTRATION
OF THE CQCM SCALE
Sub-
iects
Curric¬
ulum . Teaching Learning
Manage¬
ment TOTAL
1 46 62 29 67 204
2 44 54 28 69 195
3 47 60 34 80 221
4 46 61 33 77 217
5 39 57 30 75 201
6 41 52 27 66 186
7 43 49 27 66 185
8 27 44 19 73 163
9 50 59 31 75 215
10 39 57 30 75 201
^Xi-1988 ^X2=555 £X3=288 £X4=723 =1988
Mean = 198.8
Variance = 277.22
SD = 16.65
SUM = 1988
N = 10
*Second administration of the CQCM
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SUMMARY OF CORRELATION OF
TWO ADMINISTRATIONS OF THE CQCM
SCALE TO PRINCIPALS IN
SCHOOL SYSTEM B
COMPUTATION
MEAN X 196.40
STANDARD DEVIATION X 18.15
MEAN Y 198.80
STANDARD DEVIATION Y 16.65
Pearson r .94
1964
1988
389026
^Y^ 397988
.^XY 393296
df 18
'■'Pearson r table value = 0.4438 at 0.05 level
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SUMMARY OF TEST RETEST RELIABILITY
OF STANDARDIZED SAMPLE IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
N ^Y
1 200 204 40000 41616 40800
2 197 195 38809 38025 38415
3 218 221 47524 48841 48178
4 215 217 46225 27089 46655
5 213 201 45369 40401 42813
6 174 186 30276 34596 32364
7 185 185 34225 34225 34225
8 159 163 25281 26569 25917
9 209 215 43681 46225 44935
10 194 201 37636 40401 38994
£X=1964 ;£Y=1988 ^X'=389026 =397988 eXY=393296
N = 10
Mean X = 196.40
Standard Deviation X = 18.15
Mean Y = 198.80
Standard Deviation Y = 16.65
r = .94
e= .89
t = 8.05
df = 18
Pearson r table value = 0.4438 at 0.05 level
APPENDIX I:
LETTERS TO DESIGNATED EFFECTIVE ADMINISTRATORS AND
TO RANDOMLY SELECTED ADMINISTRATORS
481 Dollar Mill Rd., S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30331
January 3, 1984
Dear
Your superintendent has designated you as being an effective
principal. Also, he has advised me to contact you and elicit your co¬
operation in completing the attached questionnaire.
I am aware of the many demands made on your time. However, I
earnestly solicit your cooperation in a research project which I am
undertaking at Atlanta University. Needless to say, this study is de¬
pendent upon your kind participation.
The purpose of the study is to demonstrate an instrument de¬
signed for managerial use to assess the degree of curricular quality con¬
trol management in schools as a predictor of effective school level ad¬
ministrators. While the individual schools will not be identified in
the report of this study, I will be happy to send you a summary of the
findings.
The enclosed questionnaire for your response will take approxi¬
mately ten minutes. May I count on your response within seven days?
To facilitate the return of the questionnaire, I am enclosing a stamped,
self-addressed envelope.
Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation and participation.
Sincerely,
Hubert Cobb
Enclosures
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481 Dollar Mill Rd., S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30331
January 27, 1984
The superintendent has given me permission to elicit your co¬
operation in completing and returning the attached questionnaire.
I am aware of the many demands made on your time. However, I
earnestly solicit your cooperation in a research project which I am
undertaking at Atlanta University. Needless to say, this study is de¬
pendent upon your kind participation.
The purpose of the study is to demonstrate an instrument de¬
signed for managerial use to assess the degree of curricular quality con
trol management in schools. While the individual schools will not be
identified in the report of this study, I will be happy to send you a
summary of the findings.
The enclosed questionnaire for your response will take approxi¬
mately ten minutes. May I count on your response within seven days?
To facilitate the return of the questionnaire, I am enclosing a stamp>ed,
self-addressed envelope.
Thank you in advance for your kind cooperation and participation
Sincerely,
Hubert Cobb
Enclosures
150
-481 Dollar Mill Rd., S.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30331
December 12, 1983
Dear
1 would like your permission to demonstrate an instrument de¬
signed for managerial use to assess the degree of curricular quality
control management in schools as a predictor of effective school level
administrators. This would entail selecting randomly 60 elementary
school principals to respond to the Curricular Quality Control Manage¬
ment Scale. It would require approximately ten minutes of their time.
While individual schools will not be identified in the report
of this study, I will be glad to send you a summary of the findings.
I am conducting a dissertation study at Atlanta University under
the advisership of Dr. Ernest Bentley, Department Chairperson, Depart¬
ment of Educational Administration and Supervision. I am enclosing an
abstract of the proposed study. May I count on your response within
seven days?
Thank you inmensely for your kind assistance in the demonstration
of an instrument which can be used as a tool to improve educational pro¬
grams and to raise the level of student achievement. A stamped, self-
addressed envelope is enclosed for return mailing.
Sincerely,
Hubert Cobb
Enclosures
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APPENDIX J:
SUMMARY OF ESTIMATES OF INTERNAL CONSISTENCY
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SUMMARY OF-CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR RESPONSES
OF ADMINISTRATORS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM A
CURRIC¬
ULUM
Total 1
TEACH¬
ING
Total 2
LEARN¬
ING
Total 3
MANAGE-
MEOT
Total 4
GRAND
TOTAL
Curriculum 1.0000 0.8441 0.8223 0.7138 0.9049
Total 1 ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21)
P=l'wW-'wV PO.OOO P=0.000 P=0.000 PO.OOO
Teaching 0.8441 1.0000 0.8796 0.8056 0.9510
Total 2 ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21)
PO.OOO PO.OOO P=0.000 PO.OOO
Learning 0.8223 0.8796 1.0000 0.7332 0.9005
Total 3 ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21)
P=0.000 P=0.000 PO.OOO
Management 0.7138 0.8056 0.7332 1.0000 0.9163
Total 4 ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21)
P=0.000 PO.OOO P=0.000 p=***** PO.OOO
Grand 0.9049 0.9510 0.9005 0.9163 1.0000
Total ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21) ( 21)
P=0.000 PO.OOO P=0.000 P=0.000
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SUMMARY OF CORRELATION COEFFICIENTS FOR RESPONSES
OF ADMINISTRATORS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
CURRIC¬
ULUM
Total 1
TEACH¬
ING
Total 2
LEARN¬
ING
Total 3
MANAGE¬
MENT
Total 4
GRAND
TOTAL
Curriculum 1.0000 0.2942 0.2158 0.4840 0.6525
Total 1 ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44)
P=0.026 P=0.080 PO.OOO PO.OOO
Teaching 0.2942 1.0000 0.7391 0.6316 0.8512
Total 2 ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44)
P=0.026 P=0.000 PO.OOO P=0.000
Learning 0.2158 0.7391 1.0000 0.5518 0.7690
Total 3 ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44)
P=0.080 P=0.000 PO.OOO PO.OOO
Management 0.4840 0.6316 0.5518 1.0000 0.8591
Total 4 ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44)
P=0.000 P=0.000 P=0.000 P=-,Ww'-’wV P=0.000
Grand 0.6525 0.8512 0.7690 0.8591 1.0000
Total ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44) ( 44)
P=0.000 P=0.000 P=0.000 P=0.000
APPENDIX K:
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF ADMINISTRATORS
IN SCHOOL SYSTEMS A AND B
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF DESIGNATED
EFFECTIVE PRINCIPALS AND SCHOOLS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM A
CQCM SEX
SCORE
OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED
PRINCIPALS
HIGHEST NUMBER OF
DEGREE YEARS IN
ATTAINED>v POSITION
NUMBER OF % OF STUDENTS
YEARS IN RECEIVING
PRESENT FREE OR
SCHOOL REDUCED
LUNCHES
EDUCATIONAL
LEVEL OF
PARENTS
186 M D 10-14 2-3 26 16
175 M D 10-14 7+ 44 11
195 M M+ 0-4 2-3 50 10
201 M M+ 25-29 7+ ■ 32 13
216 F M+ 0-4 2-3 78 11
221 F M+ 5-9 4-6 90 10
183 F D 25-29 4-6 40 7
185 F M+ 15-19 7+ 68 10
209 F M+ 20-24 7+
199 F M+ 5-9 7+ 40 10
201 F M.A. 0-4 2-3 40 8
*M.A. = M
Beyond M.A. = M+
Ed. S. = Ed. S.
Doctorate = D
Post Doctorate = D+
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED PRINCIPALS AND SCHOOLS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM A
SCHOOL
NUMBER
CQCM
SCORE
OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED
PRINCIPALS
SEX HIGHEST
DEGREE
ATTAINED^’-
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
POSITION
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
PRESENT
SCHOOL
7o OF STUDENTS
RECEIVING
FREE OR
REDUCED
LUNCHES
EDUCATIONAL
LEVEL OF
PARENTS
12 159 F M+ 10-14 7+ 12 12
13 128 F D 10-14 4-6 2 14-t-
lU 215 M M-i- 25-29 7+ 87 12
15 135 F M+ 20-24 7+ 1 16+
16 129 M M+ 10-14 4-6 20
17 158 M D 25-29 7+ 39 11
18 96 F EH- 20-24 4-6 5 16
19 163 F M 25-29 7+ 76 12
20 143 M M-t- 10-14 4-6 23 10
21 204 F H+ 15-19 7+ 14 14
22 217 F Mf 5-9 4-6 96 9
v^^.A. = M
Beyond M.A. = M+
Ed. S. = Ed. S.
Doctorate = D
Post Doctorate = EH-
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SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED PRINCIPALS AND SCHOOLS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
(Effective Principals)
'•‘■M.A. = M
Beyond M.A. = Mf
Ed. S. = Ed. S.
Doctorate = D
Post Doctorate = D+
SCHOOL
NUMBER
CQCM
SCORE
OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED
PRINCIPALS
SEX HIGHEST
DEGREE
ATTAINED^v
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
POSITION
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
PRESENT
SCHOOL
% OF STUDENTS
RECEIVING
FREE OR
REDUCED
LUNCHES
EDUCATIONAL
LEVEL OF
PARENTS
1 197 M M+ 20-24 7+ 94 8
2 198 M D 15-19 7+ 87
3 200 M M+ 0-4 2-3 99 10
4 203 M D 15-19 2-3 49 12
5 204 F M+ 10-14 7+ 12
6 205 F D 15-19 7+ 65 12
7 205 M M+ 25-29 7+ 99 12
8 205 M D 10-14 7+ 90 12
9 208 M M+ 30+ 7+ 99 11
10 210 M M+ 30+ 7+ 94 12
11 211 M M 30+ 2-3 63
12 212 F CH- 15-19 7+ 90 11
13 213 F Mt 15-19 7+ 56 14
14 213 M D 10-14 7+ 20 16
15 215 M M
■
30+ 7+ 95’ 9
16 215 F M+ 30+ 2-3 80 14
17 217 M M+ 10-14 2-3 75 12
18 217 M M 10-14 7+ 83 12
• 19 217 M NH- 10-14 7+ 60 12
20 218 M D 20-24 4-6 71 4
21 220 F D 10-14 2-3 97 12
22 228 F D 30+ 4-6
VjM.A. = M
Beyond M.A. = M4-
Ed. S. = Ed. S. SELECTED CHARACTERISTICS OF RANDOMLY
Doctorate = D SELECTED PRINCIPALS AND SCHOOLS IN SCHOOL SYSTEM B
Post Doctorate = D+ (Less Effective Principals)
SCHOOL
NUMBER
CQCM
SCORE
OF RANDOMLY
SELECTED
PRINCIPALS
SEX HIGHEST
DEGREE
ATTAINED-'-
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
POSITION
NUMBER OF
YEARS IN
PRESENT
SCHOOL
% OF STUDENTS
RECEIVING
FREE OR
REDUCED
LUNCHES
EDUCATIONAL
LEVEL OF
PARENTS
23 189 M NH- 15-19 2-3 78 11
24 180 F M+ 10-14 2-3 100 9
25 180 F M+ 25-29 4-6 95 10
26 194 M Mf 30f 4-6 86 10
27 183 M NH- 10-14 2-3 99 7
28 174 M M+ 10-14 7+ 60 10
29 185 M M 5-9 4-6 80 12
30 186 M M ■ 10-14 4-6 93 10
31 162 F M+ 20-24 2-3 99 10
32 194 ■ M M+ 10-14 4-6 90 10
33 181 M M 20-24 7+ 80 7
34 183 F Hf 20-24 4-6 81 10
35 175 M M+ 10-14 97 9
36 180 M NH- 30+ 7+ 98
37 178 F Mf 5-9 7+ 15 15
38 173 M M+- 10-14 7+ 80 12
39 177 F D 15-19 4-6 95 10
40 185 M M 10-14 4-6 81 12
41 182 F M+ 30+ 7+ 95 10
42 185 M M+ 30+ 2-3 94 8
43 192 F NH- 20-24 7+ 90
44 194 M M+ 5-9 4-6 88 12
APPENDIX L:
PILOT TEST INSTRUCTIONS FOR NORMING SAMPLE
QUESTIONNAIRE
Part I
The items on this questionnaire are being used to obtain informa¬
tion about educational practices in schools.
There are two parts to this questionnaire. In Part I, please pro¬
vide a little information about yourself so that your views can have full
impact. Part II is concerned with educational practices in your school,
ALL RESPONSES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL BE USED TO CARRY OUT THE OBJECTIVES
OF THIS STUDY.
Directions: Please circle the number of the most appropriate response in each
lettered item.
A. Sex of Person Answering:
01 Female
^ Male
B. Years of Experience in Educational
Administration:
20 0-4 years
21 5-9 years
22 10-14 years
23 15-19 years
24 20-24 years
25 25“29 years
26 30 years or more
C. Education (Circle Highest
Level Attained)
30 College Graduate
31 Graduate work, no degree earned
32 Master's degree
33 Graduate work beyond Master's
degree
34 Doctorate or other professional
degree
35 Post-doctoral study
If you would like a copy of the results of the study, please
supply the following information.
Name:
Address:
D, Position Currently Held:
40 Assistant Director
41 Coordinator (or Acting)
42 Principal (or Acting)
43 Assistant Principal
44 Program Assistant
45 Department Chairperson
46 Teacher
47 Research Assistant
E, Work Level:
50 Elementary School
51 Middle School
52 High School
53 System Wide
54 Area Wide
F, Years in Present
Work Place
60 0-1 year
61 2-3 years
62 4-6 years
63 7 years or more
Thank you immensely for your kind cooperation.
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Part II
Directions: Please read and respond to the following statements. Using
the rating scale below, circle the number that best repre¬
sents your rating of each statement indicated below.
Rating Scale
1= Not stated, not documented or not implied
2= Merely implied or not documented
3= Stated, defined or documented vaguely
4= Stated, defined or documented generally
5= Stated or documented concisely or defined specifically
NA= Not applicable
Criteria/Indicators Rating Scale
CiViAyicLaZLm/CuAAlcuZwn Guide.
1. The objectives state clearly what the
student is expected to do or how the
student is expected to perform.
2. The test items match, objective-by¬
objective.
3. The assumed prerequisite knowledge, skills,
attitudes are listed by grade or level,
4. The criteria for textbook use are listed,
5. The textbook(s) and the curriculum match,
obj ec tive-by-obj active.
6. Specific examples of how to teach are
included.
7. Method(s) to correct weaknesses in in¬
struction and learning are Identified.
8. How tests results are used is stated.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 59.There are recommended evaluation proce¬
dures for students.
10. References to additional textbooks for
further explanations are specified.
Jn6XMiction (MedihocU and UateAx-oLi)
11. The teachers' teaching plans or portfolio
is based on the curriculum (guide) of the
school system.
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
1 2 3 4 5
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
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APPENDIX H:
FINAL VERSION OF THE CURRICULAR QUALITY CONTROL MANAGEMENT SCALE
QUESTIONNAIRE
Part I
The items on this questionnaire are being used to obtain informa¬
tion about educational practices in schools.
There are two parts to this questionnaire. In Part I, please pro¬
vide a little information about yourself so that your views can have full
impact. Part II is concerned with educational practices in your school,
ALL RESPONSES ARE CONFIDENTIAL AND WILL BE USED TO CARRY OUT THE OBJECTIVES
OF THIS STUDY.
Directions: Please circle the number of
lettered item.
A. Sex of Person Answering:
01 Female
02 Male
B. Years of Experience in Educational
Administration;
20 0-4 years
21 5-9 years
22 10-14 years
23 15-19 years
24 20-24 years
25 Z5~29 years
26 30 years or more
C. Education (Circle Highest
Level Attained)
30 College Graduate
31 Graduate work, no degree earned
32 Master’s degree
33 Graduate work beyond Master's
degree
34 Doctorate or other professional
degree
35 Post-doctoral study
the most appropriate response in each
D, Position Currently Held:
40 Assistant Director
41 Coordinator (or Acting)
42 Principal (or Acting)
43 Assistant Principal
44 Program Assistant
45 Department Chairperson
46 Teacher
47 Research Assistant
E, Work Level:
50 Elementary School
51 Middle School
52 High School
53 System Wide
54 Area Wide
F, Years in Present
Work Place
60 0-1 year
61 2-3 years
62 4-6 years
63 7 years or more
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QUESTIONNAIRE
Part II
Directions: Please read and respond to the following statements, Using
the rating scale below, circle the number that best repre¬
sents your rating of each statement indicated below.
Rating Scale
1= Not stated, not documented or not implied
2= Merely implied or not documented
3= Stated, defined or documented vaguely
4= Stated, defined or documented generally
5= Stated or documented concisely or defined specifically
NA= Not applicable
Criteria/Indicators Rating Scale
CuAAicuZujin/CuAAA.c.LiZum Gcu-dt
1. The objectives state clearly what the
student is expected to do or how the
student is expected to perform. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
2. The test items match, objective-by¬
objective. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
3. The assumed prerequisite knowledge, skills,
attitudes are listed by grade or level. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
4. The criteria for textbook use are listed. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
5. The textbook(s) and the curriculum match,
objective-by-obj ective. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
6. Specific examples of how to teach are
included. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
7. Method(s) to correct weaknesses in in¬
struction and learning are identified. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
8. How tests results are used is stated. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
9. There are recommended evaluation proce¬
dures for students. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
10. References to additional textbooks for
further explanations are specified. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
Jn6tn.a<ition {MeXhocU cmd HaXeAlaZi)
11. The teachers' teaching plans or portfolio
is based on the curriculum (guide) of the
school system. 1 2 3 4 5 NA
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Criteria/Indicators Rating Scale
12. Teachers spend adequate time in present¬
ing, demonstrating, and explaining new
content and skills to the whole group of
students in the classroom. NA 5.4
13. Teachers provide sufficient opportuni¬
ty for students to practice and rein¬
force newly acquired skills and content. NA- 5 ' 4
14. Teachers monitor students' performance
and provide constructive feedback as
needed, NA 5 4
15. Teachers assign independent seatwork
practice activities and independent
homework practice activities only after
students have demonstrated understanding
of a skill or concept, NA 5
16. Teachers use a system of monitoring and
recording achievement of instructional
objectives. NA -5
17. Reading/language arts is scheduled for at
least 90 minutes daily. NA‘~5.
18. Math is scheduled for at least 50
minutes daily. NA 5
19. The materials Include a statement of
instructional objectives, NA 5
20. The materials include recommendations (or
suggestions) for when to collect feedback
information.
, NA 5
21. Teachers emphasize academic achievement
and hold high expectations for students
to achieve. NA 5
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
3 2 1
22. Teachers make sure that students master
one unit before moving on to the next. NA .5 4 3 2 1
23. Teachers have a good knowledge of the
subject matter they teach. NA ’ 5 4 3 2 1
LzaAning24.Most of the students are involved in
classroom learning activities most of
the time. NA 5 4 3 2 1
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Criteria/Indicators
25. Students cover the content and skills
as measured by tests related to system-
wide objectives. 1
26. Students master the prerequisites be¬
fore working on new skills. 1
27. Students experience high levels of suc¬
cess in their daily classroom experience. 1
28. Students master most of the content cov¬
ered in reading/language arts. i
29. Students master most of the content cov¬
ered in math. 1
30. Students from poor families achieve as
well as students from middle class fami¬
lies. 1
Managme.nt
31. Management and instructional systems exist
that support student achievement. 1
32. The results of achievement tests are used
to modify the curriculum or instructional
programs. 1
33. The data patterns recorded during super¬
vision and evaluation are related to value
outcomes such as student involvement, suc¬
cess and coverage. 1
34. The principal observes classrooms and con¬
fers with teachers on instructional matters
on a regular basis. 1
35. The principal provides appropriate in-
service training for staff in areas of
instruction and discipline. 1
36. The principal monitors student performance
on standardized tests, determines the learn¬
ing deficiencies and sees to it that cor¬
rective action is taken as needed. 1
37. The principal uses the results of curriculum
evaluation to help students learn more ef¬
fectively. 1
Rating Scale
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
2 3 4 5
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
NA
2 3 4 5 NA
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Criteria/Indicators Rating Scale
38. The evaluation procedures or instruments
are compatible with the instructional ob¬
jectives. 1SIA 5
39. There are recommendations for corrective
measures of student misunderstandings, NA ,5
40. Achievement tests are used to evaluate
accomplishment of basic skills. NA 541.Standardized achievement tests results
are reported 'in usable form to adminis¬
trators, teachers, students, board mem¬
bers, parents and the community. NA 542.The principal provides strong leadership,
especially in reading and math instruction, NA 5
43. The principal has high expectations for
teachers and for students. NA 5
44. The principal conducts a yearly self-
evaluation, involving each staff member,
to determine areas of strengths and weak¬
nesses. NA 5
45. The principal encourages and facilitates
visits of teachers to other teachers'
classrooms to observe teaching techniques
and amount of time on task, NA 5
46. The principal has involved the school
staff, students and parents to establish
clearly basic rules of conduct. NA 5
4 3 2 1
4-3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2.1
4 3 2 1
4 3 2 1
MOTE: PZ&CL6Z Ae&pond to tht Ztm6 tndlc.outzd betou):
48. This item requests information about the TOTAL COMPOSITE SCORE
(Reading and Math) of students who were administered the California
Achievement Test in 1981, 1982 and 1983, Only a percent score is
needed to represent the TOTAL PERCENT of students who scored at or
above the national norm in 1981, 1982 and 1983;
a. 1981 TOTAL COMPOSITE SCORE was % of the total school
population that scored at or above the national norm,
b. 1982 TOTAL COMPOSITE SCORE was % of the total school
population that scored at or above the national norm,
c. 1983 TOTAL COMPOSITE SCORE was % of the total school
population that scored at or above the national norm,
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49. What percent of the student population of your school received
free or reduced lunches?
a. 1981:
b. 1982:
c. 1983:
50. What is the average educational level of the parents at your
school? (years)
If you would like a copy of the results of the study, please
supply the following Information,
Name:
Address:
Thank you immensely for your kind cooperation.
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